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P Honetical Remarks 


Foreign words or names occurring in this work originally belong, for 
the most part, to Semitic or semi-Semitic languages (Arabic, Aramaic, 
Babylonian, Hebrew, Ethiopic, Old Egyptian, etc.) using a different alphabet, 
and including certain sounds nonexistent in English and, therefore, 
unfamiliar to the English ear. For the sake of convenience, such foreign 
words or names are herein transcribed into Latin characters, according 
to an appropriate system of ‘Imitated Pronunciation’ using special dots or 
signs to assist the non-specialized reader, as far as possible, to realize the 
correct utterances of such foreign words or names as pronounced in its 
respective original language. 


For this purpose, a ‘Key to Imitated Pronunciation is given below, which 
should be carefully studied and memorized together with the following 
Initial Remarks’: 


I. Initial Remarks 

a) Unless otherwise shown in the ‘Imitated Pronunciation’ each letter, 
whether a vowel or a consonant, is to be uttered exactly as it is uttered 
in English. 

b) In the ‘Imitated Pronunciation; there are no silent letters, whether vowels 
or consonants; each letter is to be pronounced clearly and distinctly, 
even final vowels, such as ‘e’ in ‘ate, are pronounced. 

¢) Unlike English, a doubled consonant, such as ‘tt’ in ‘attack, is to be 


stressed so as to take the time of two letters when saying it, e.g., the time 
equivalent to say the first and then the second ‘t’ in ‘at-tack. 
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d) Each letter, whether a vowel or a consonant, is assigned ONE single 
sound throughout, irrespective of the pantistous igter cor ep of 
letters. Thus, unlike English, ‘a’ is always as in ‘cat, never as a we or ‘all’; 
‘sis always as in ‘sea} never as in ‘rose? ‘tension’ or ‘pleasure’; ‘p’ is always 
as in ‘get ‘gate? ‘girl’ and ‘gold; never as in ‘rage’ or ‘giant’; and so on, 


e) Combinations of letters to make one sound, such as ‘sh’ in ‘shall; ‘th’ in 
‘thank or ‘this; et’ in ‘receive’ or ‘igh’in ‘night, areneverusedinthe‘Imitated 
Pronunciation’; thus, every letter in such or similar combinations is to 
be pronounced separately, according to its own original sound assigned 
to it in the ‘Imitated Pronunciation’, e.g., the Arabic name ‘Ishaq’ is 
pronounced ‘Is-haq’ not ‘Is-aq? and so on. 


f) Unlike English, and especially British English, vowels in the ‘Imitated 
Pronunciation’ are never diphthongized, e.g., 
(symbolized @) is always as in ‘bou 
‘Tope’; long ‘u’ (symbolized ‘ii') 
so on. 


the long vowel ‘ 
ght, never as in British ‘boat’ or 
always as in ‘flute? never as in ‘use’; and 


IL. Key to ‘Imitated Pronunciation’ 
(a) Vowels 


Explanation 


“i i lia | short, as in cattle’ 

ani. at este by {long, as in ‘cat’ or father 
a Esai e short, as in ‘bet’ 
bi at *y e long, as in ‘Teign’ 

- short, as in dit’ 


Symbol —_ English Equiv. Explanation 


ny) | 0 | short, as in ‘corpuscle’ 
é | 0 | long, as in ‘bought’ 

u u ‘short, as in ‘put’ 

i pein | long, as in ‘flute’ 


Explanation 


Ww | Ww Like ‘w in ‘walk’ 
y y ‘Like ‘y in ‘yard’ 
(c) Diphthongs 


Explanation 
as in ‘cow, but shorter, the stress being on 
the second letter 


(d) Consonants 


N.B. All consonants used in the ‘Imitated Pronunciation’ have exactly 
the same sounds as their English equivalents, except for the following 
symbols which should be carefully studied and memorized: 


Symbol — English Equiy. Explanation 
The guttural stop (Arabic ‘Hamza’), repre- 
sented by a superscript comma. It is commonly 
pronounced in English since it is the position 
of the starting point in every English word 
beginning with a vowel, such as in ‘at, ‘ethics, 
‘ill, ‘or’, etc., where the guttural stop comes first 
and then the normal vowel sound follows. Yet, 
in English, when the vowel is not at the begin- 
ning, the guttural stop disappears, just because 
it is not needed to produce the vowel sound. In 
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Symbol 


English Equiv. 


Explanation 
consonant, may occur either at the begin 
ning, middle or end of the word, like in a 
Arabic word ‘Alam’ (pain), ‘La’any (to tial 
trize) and “Mala’” (to fill). In our ‘Imitate d 
Pronunciation, the guttural stop (’) will ap. 
pear only when in the middle or eng Of the 
word, but will be dropped, as in English, 
when at the beginning. 
A ‘voiced’ guttural stop (Arabic “ayn 
represented by a superscript ‘inverted’ comma 
(‘). It is best pronounced by forcibly stressing 
the ‘guttural stop’ position while forcing air 
from the lungs to vibrate the vocal cords, 


| Equivalent to the English ‘th’ in ‘the | 


‘A dull, emphatic ‘d’ (Arabic dad’). It is best| 
pronounced by taking the same position as 
|the letter ‘d, but with the tongue tip forcibly 
pressed, not to the upper teeth, but to the 
upper palate, like a ‘put on’ upper class way of 
| speaking. 


ae 


A gargling sound (Arabic ‘gayn’) similar| 
to the modern Greek ‘gamma’ or French 
uvular ‘r’ in ‘chéri;, but less fricative. It is best 
approximated by taking the same position 
needed to pronounce the letter ‘g’ in ‘gold’ 
while forcing air from the lungs to vibrate the 
vocal.cords. 


a 


A fricative ‘h’ sound (Arabic “ha ”). It is best 
approximated by taking the same position 
needed to pronounce a pure ‘h’ sound while 
forcibly pressing the back tongue towards the 
back palate in order to ‘squeeze’ the flow of air 
coming up from the lungs. 


Phonetical Remarks 


Symbol Explanation 
k BS A fricative ‘k sound (Arabic “ka’”), often rep- 
resented by the combination ‘kh’ in other sys- 
tems of ‘Imitated Pronunciation. It is equiva- 
lent to the Scottish ‘ch’ in ‘loch, or German ‘ch’ 
in ‘Bach: It is best uttered by taking the same 
position needed to pronounce the ‘k’ sound 


while forcing air from the lungs to vibrate the 


English Equiv. 


vocal cords, 
pes cage A sh | Equivalent to the English ‘sh’ in ‘shall’ 
aad i a A dull, emphatic ‘s’ (Arabic ‘sad’). It is best 


approximated by taking the same position 
needed to pronounce the letter ‘s’ but with the 
‘middle of the tongue pushed up towards the 
roof of the mouth and the teeth apart a little. 

t th | Equivalent to the English ‘th’ in ‘thin’ 

t A dull, emphatic ‘t (Arabic “ta’”). It is best 
approximated by taking the same position 
needed to pronounce the letter ‘t but with the 
tongue tip forcibly pressed, not towards the 
upper teeth, but towards the upper palate. 

A dull, emphatic ‘@’ or the English ‘th’ in ‘the’ 
(Arabic “za”). It is best pronounced by taking 
the same position needed to pronounce the 
English ‘th’ in ‘the, but with the middle of the 
tongue pushed up to the roof of the mouth. 


In case of difficulty concerning the exact utterance of any of the forego- 
ing symbolized consonants which have no English equivalents, the best 
advice is to consult an Arab friend, if available. 


YOYOO 


F oreword 


The present work is by no means a literal, full, English translation of my 
book on the same subject which was recently published in Arabic”, but 
rather a redrafted, concise, English version thereof, which I thought best 
to write myself using the most commonly used language of our time for 


the benefit of the non-Arab readers all over the world, both Muslims and 
non-Muslims. 


Although fairly reduced in volume, the present English version spares 
nothing essential of what is found in the Arabic original. While the core 
of the arguments and conclusions contained in the Arabic book remains 
almost untouched, this English version, being to the point, does not rep- 
resent the beauty and grandeur of classical Arabic, which can only be ap- 
preciated by an Arab literary specialist. It passes over many ‘digressions' 
which I deemed superfluous to the purpose of the present English version. 
Similarly, certain chapters and passages meaningful only to Arabs, and to 
Semites in general, are omitted, 


On the other hand, discussing a ‘Divine Miracle’ from a purely ‘scientif- 
ic’ perspective, in view of potential non-Muslim readers or critics with god- 
less beliefs or tendencies, the book had to have an 'Exordium', showing the 
unscientific foundations of atheism in light of modern scientific achieve- 
ments, developing further arguments for 'Godhood' and establishing, on a 
sound rational basis, the absolute logical necessity of an Authentic ‘Divine 
Revelation’ as an inevitable regulatory counterbalance of man’s free will. . 
(1) Under the Arabic name: "Men E‘jazel Koran Fi Ajamiyyil Koran" (literally: ‘From 
_ Koranic Miracles in Koranic Exoticisms’), in two volumes, by Dar Al-Hilal, Cairo, 
Egypt, 1994, ‘dairetlignuleasthad eqiiqyg3 DIO oa Jo yainasm lerwil 


iracle i ‘an 
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immedi 
a ediately the 


elievers in gener 
d herein 
them what t 


al, impatient to re 
and deeming it inapposite to begin 
hey already know and firmly 
0 step over this 'Exordium’ as superfluoys 
des its original, scientific line of thought, 
any man of religion in our science-oriented age, 
to such a scientific miracle as the ‘onomastic 
e ‘scientific’ belief in the undisputed 
f all Koranic miracles. 


Muslims and b 
miracle’ presente 


‘onomastic 
on teaching 


with an introducti 3 
believe in, are kindly advised no 


or irrelative. On the contrary, besl 


which is very interesting for 
it is the logical introduction 
miracle’, which is wholly based on th 
Divine Omniscience, the very foundation 0 

The scope of this book, asin the Arabic original, is to demonstrate a new 
inedited miracle in the Koran, remaining hidden and unspoken of since 
the Koran was revealed in the wake of the seventh century A.D. until the 


publication of the present work. 

As it appears from the title, the miracle in question is 'Onomastics’, 
Revealed in Arabic, the Koran explains precisely, within its context, the 
literal meaning of any given, non-Arabic, proper name mentioned in the 
Koranic Verses, irrespective of its language of origin, even if an extinct 
one (such as the Old Egyptian language). Moreover, in opposition to the 
traditionally long-established meanings given by linguists and exegetes 
to certain Biblical names in both the New & Old Testaments (e.g. Noah 
Abraham, Moses, Pharaoh, Sinai, David, Jesus, Evangel and othe ea 
erudite Koran gives precisely to each of such proper names a ‘diffe rent! 
meaning which, linguistically, proves to be the ‘only’ correct one ra 


anatais 
ow is it that the Koran, concerning the Old Egyptian proper names, 


knew what no man 
on earth could kno 
tinve af.revelstions w or have known before or after the 


Scripture’s own scribes and exegetes? 


of imposture pone 
say the fin, 
literal meaning of an Old ee about explaining, for “eh 


Foreword 
Bis 


rk ct Ho Aru) campy th 
gpnil the hierogiyots wane rs tate an a_iantee before the Koran 

eciphered in the middle of the nineteenth 
century A.D.? 

Who could teach him that the Hebrew name ‘Abraham’ does not mean 
‘Father ot a great multitude’, as stil] maintained by Hebrew linguists, but 
means ‘Leader of mankind’ (Arabic ‘Imamun-Nas’), or that the famous 
Hebrew name ‘David’ does not mean ‘the beloved one’, as widely thought, 
but means ‘the one with might' (Arabic 'Dul-Ayd')? 

Who could make him venture to imply in the Koran, thirteen centuries 

before Champollion, that the name ‘Egypt’ is not derived from the Greek 
word ‘Aigyptos', but from the Old Egyptian 'Tawi' (literally: the two-lands, 
Arabic ‘Al-Ard’); or bother to clarify the real origin of the name 'Moses' as 
not being from the Hebrew 'Mo§é' literally meaning the deliverer' (implying 
being ‘delivered from the water’), as wrongly believed by the scribe of the 
Exodus' who was followed by all Hebrew grammarians until the middle 
of the nineteenth century A.D., but rather from the Old Egyptian 'Mése' 
meaning ‘child’ (Arabic 'Walid')? 

Are these, and many other unmistakable instances of Divine Omni- 
science, not so marvelously displayed in the whole Koran? 

Who else would know this if not God, the Revealer of the Koran, 
among whose Attributes is ‘the Omniscient’? 

Who else but Him, the Eternal Witness (Who taught ‘Adam’ all the 
names [Kor. Al-Baqarah (The Cow): 31], initiated and inspired man with 
all kinds of distinct speech, instructed mankind in every language which 
men were made to speak, and created mankind with different tongues 
and color)? 

Is it not the miracle of Omniscience par excellence? 


This ‘onomastic miracle’, as shown in the present work, is an evident 


instance of Divine Omniscience, resulting from God's First Attribute, the 
‘Omnificent' (i.e. the Originator). God says: | 
; ee a 


i Utah 


ié t The Onomastic Miracle in the Koran 
{Does He not know whom He has created while He is the 
Most Kind, the All-Aware?"} [Kor. Al-Molk (The Kingdom); 14] 
Additionally, this ‘onomastic miracle’, as a Koranic example of 'Diving 
Omniscience’, is one more unbeatable proof that God Himself is the only 


source of the Koran. 
Once it is established beyond doubt, by means of this 'onomastic miracle’, 
that the Koran bears on its face the unmistakable Signet of God, no one jg 
permitted any more either to question the Authenticity of the Koran as a 
Revelation or to ignore the fact that Islam (the last in a series of Heavenly 
Messages delivered to mankind) is the final Word of God and, therefore, 


the only remaining true religion. 


SEG 


In any communication, for a message whatsoever to be perceived as 
authentic, it has to bear the clear indicator of its producer. Now speaking 
about a Heavenly Message, how can the Signet of God be identifiable 
on the face of a Heavenly Message? Put differently, what kind of ‘thing’ 
(miracle) is required of the claimant (occasionally a Prophet) to prove 
that God is the source of a Message and that he himself is a certified 


Messenger of God? 

Two attributes are God’s Rightful Traits which are ascribable to none but 
Him: (I) the Omnipotent (i.e. the All-Powerful) and (II) the Omniscient (i.e. 
the All-Knowing). These two alone, independently of any prior revelation, 
are necessarily inferable from the first indispensable Divine Attribute, 


namely the Omnificent (i.e. the Originator). Logically, He Who creates 


everything inevitably knows everything and is capable of everything. 


Therefore, any Heavenly Message should have something to do with either 
of these two Divine Features, 


and biology. As for Omniscience, the unique eternal example thereofis the 
Magnificent Koran, the biggest miracle ever found. Yasnitees 


with a Hi 
literally followed by his . a Heavenly Message to be delivered to and 
Heavenly Teachings or 0 


Ssenger and is telling the truth. Hence, 
' camila on do not deny God, the Almighty, but 
simply disbelieve in their specific Prophet and accuse him of imposture, 
‘Signet of God’, that is a decisive miracle 


eH 
Despite their clarity, the problem with super physical miracles is pri- 
marily that they are limited by time and place; they only have influence on 
and apply to those who are actual eye-witnesses from among the Prophet's 
contemporaries. For those who were absent, let alone the generations after 
the Prophet, the matter is totally different. Being not directly witnessed by 
them, and therefore losing almost all of its compelling force, a super physi- 
cal miracle turns into something much like a legend. Thenceforth, the sub- 
sequent followers have to rely on their presumably genuine heritage. 


This is exactly the case with both Christianity and Judaism. The super 
physical miracles of the Prophets terminated with their deaths and can no 
longer be scientifically confirmed. For example, there is absolutely nothing 
material today to prove the splitting of the sea (for Moses) or the resur- 
rection of Lazarus from the dead (for Jesus). In fact, there is no historical 
evidence at hand that even a man called Moses once lived in Egypt, or that 
Jesus was born of a virgin lady (Mary) in Palestine. Uncertainty also grows 
due to the anonymous or second-hand scribes, the flagrant self-contradic- 
tions, and the erroneous and blasphemous allegations. 


The only eternal substantiation of the Prophethood and Authentic 
Legacy of Moses and Jesus (and all Prophets in general) is the Noble ~ 
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Had Jews and Christians been less stubborn in refusing the Koran; 
Message, they would have spared themselves the loss of the only remain; i 
valid proof that supports their own Prophets. But then they woulg bal 
had to convert immediately to Islam (the Final Word of God culminating 
all former Divine Revelations). Unfortunately, the nonbelievers bling} 
perceive Islam as a ‘political enemy’, not a ‘Divine Guidance’, y 


EGE 


Among all the Heavenly Messages, Omniscience is represented only by 
Islam, the Message with which all Divine Revelations were sealed, Unlike 
all other Prophetic Messages, which were sent down to specific peoples in 
specific ages, Islam addresses all people at all times, from the time of itg 
revelation until the end of the universe. 

Likewise, whereas all former Prophets were sent each to his own people, 
Prophet Mohammad was sent to mankind as a whole, all over the world and 
all through the ages. Moses said in the Torah, preaching his own people, 
the Children of Israel: 


{"Listen, O Israel! God our Lord is One!"} [Deut. VI: 4] 


Jesus put it even more categorically clear-cut in the Gospel: 


{"T was only sent to the lost sheep of the House of Israel!"} 
[Matt. XV: 24] 


This means, beyond any misinterpretation, that both Moses and Jesus, 
as Prophets of God, were concerned only with the Children of Israel. 


On the other hand, Mohammad, the Seal of the Prophets and Messengers; 
is described in the Koran as being sent to all mankind. God says: 


{Say (O Mohammad), 'O Mankind! Verily, I am sent unto you 
all as the Messenger of God, to Whom belongs the Sovereignty 
of the heavens and the earth. There is no God but He, (and 
it is He Who) gives life and causes death. So believe in God 
and His Messenger (i.e. Mohammad), the Gentile (Non-Jew) 
Prophet who believes in God and His Words, and follow him 

so that you may be rightly guided!"} | 
[Kor, Al-A'raf (The Battlements): 158) 


Foreword 


I is 


patially absolute Divine Message, with its 
» had to have an equally absolute ‘Signet of God’; 


, Omnipotence but to Omniscience. It had to be a 
representation of God’s All-Embracing Knowledge 
omnipresent. It is a statement, not an act; an unfolding of truth to be tested 
by anyone, anywhere and anytime, not an event committed to memory; a 
word that, once uttered, lives forever, not a deed that, once carried out, is 
no more existent. 


Such final, temporally and gs 
Scripture (ie, the Koran) 
one that is not related to 


which is timeless and 


Indeed, a Divine Miracle that continues to live by itself would only 
be the like of the Koran. For the first time in the history of religion, a 
Heavenly Message and its certifying signet of Authenticity are one and 
the same thing: the 'message' and ‘miracle’ of the Koran. Apart from the 
Koran, Prophet Mohammad did not need to present any super physical 
miracle to certify his universal Message and Prophethood. Independently 
of any super physical support, the Koranic Message already bears on 
its face the unmistakable Signet of God. So, when Meccan disbelievers 
demanded a physical miracle that supported Prophet Mohammad, just 
like his predecessors, the Koran assertively stated that it, in itself, is this 
miracle. God says: 


{"Is it not sufficient for them that We have sent down unto 
you (O Mohammad) the Book (i.e. the Koran) which is 
recited to them?..."} [Kor. Al-‘Ankabiit (The Spider): 51] 


HGH 


As stated earlier, the miraculous sign of Divine Omnipotence or Om- 
niscience, which comes to certify a person as a Prophet, has no bearing 
on the content of the Heavenly Message. It only serves as a certification 
of Prophethood and the Authenticity of the Message. For example, Divine 
Miracles as great as the splitting of the sea by the rod of Moses or the rais- 
ing of Lazarus from the dead by an invocation from Jesus (among other 
miracles recorded in both the Old & New Testaments) do not relate to the 
Biblical Message in its essence; they actually give an implied exhortation: 
"Come and listen to the Divine Revelation, and obey it just like the dead 
body and the sea obeyed the Divine Order!" 
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The same is true with Mohammad’s unprecedented Divine Mi racle 
Omniscience: the Glorious Koran. The amazing Koranic display of 
Divine, All-Embracing Knowledge (for which the ‘onomastic Miracle 
herein is just a tiny droplet of an endless ocean) is not meant to lect 
Muslims on such or such a branch of science. It simply draws attention 
to the fact that the Teller of the Koran is God, the All-Knowing, and go P ; 
becomes quite clear that the Islamic Message is revealed by God Himseg 
Subsequently, any departure from the Islamic obligations and teachings will 
be immediately recorded by the Eternal Witness Who watches everything ! 


God says: 


are passing (like) the passing of the clouds. (This is) the work 
of God Who perfected everything. Indeed, He is All-Aware of 
what(ever) you do."} [Kor. An-Naml (The Ants): 88] 


{"And you see the mountains, thinking them solid while they | 
{ 


Truly, this is an astrophysical fact told by the Koran ten centuries be- | 
fore Galileo's hypotheses concerning it. In another example of its Divinity, 
the Koran tells us, more than thirteen centuries before modern embryol- 
ogy, about the different phases of formation and development of the fetus 
within the womb. God says: 


{"And indeed, We created man (i.e. Adam) from an extract of 
clay; then We made him (i.e. the offspring of Adam) a seminal 
drop in a safe lodging; then We made the seminal drop into a 
clot; then We made the clot into a little lump of flesh; then We 
made the little lump of flesh into bones; then We clothed the 
bones with flesh..."} [Kor. Al-Mo'miniin (The Believers): 12-14] 


Such scientific information (which is bountifully and intermittently 
introduced in the Koran) is not part of the Koranic instr anc 
prohibitions, It is not an obligation, for example, to 


cal 


—— 
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{ "We shall show them Our Signs in the horizons (i.e. the 
universe) and in their own selves, until it becomes manifest to 
them that this (i.e. the Koran) is the truth..."} 

[Kor. Fosselat (The Expounded): 53] 

Thus, when the unbelievers, encouraged by this all-embracing knowl- 
edge, asked the Prophet to tell them through Divine Revelation about, e.g., 
the astrophysical facts governing the different phases of the moon, the 
Koran retorted that they should content themselves with the fact that the 
new moons are time-regulators in the sky, and that they should not care- 
lessly seek astrophysical information in such a way (i.e. by challenging the 
Divine Revelation) without due scientific inquiry and need. God says: 


{"They ask you (O Mohammad) about new moons. Say, 
"These are timekeepers for mankind and the pilgrimage. And 
it is not righteous that you enter houses from the back, but 
righteousness (is the quality of the one) who fears (God). So, 
enter houses through their (proper) doors..."} 

[Kor. Al-Baqarah (The Cow): 189] 


These types of purely scientific facts mentioned in the Koran several 
centuries ahead of modern science (all misunderstood, incidentally, by 
former Koranic scholars) is not meant to be taught in an academic sense, 
but rather to convince and challenge any opponent at all times to bring, 
day by day, the developments of science until it is made clear for sure that 
the Koran is the Truth revealed by God. 


Consequently, unlike the Miracles of Omnipotence (whose effect 
is immediate but temporary and limited), the effect of the Miracles 
of Divine Omniscience (whose only instance is the Koran) is ever- 
lasting and even increases with time. More interestingly, the effect of 
this manifestation of Divine Omniscience on its early receivers (as we 
will see) was by no means weak. At those times, life in the Arabian 
Desert was simple, tribal and almost totally idolatrous. On its bor- 
ders was located a decaying Hellenistic Persico-Byzantine civilization, 
which fed on myths and legendry (mingled with reminiscences of past 
grandeur) and lived a Dark Age of ignorance and unenlightenment, 
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when science and philosophy had became sophistic and superst 
and when Christian theology (obscured by philosophical subt] 
added even more to the muddle. Arab caravans travelling to ¢ 


itiog 
ties) 
he pe, 
kely to 


«In th 
pode leaty, e 
face of the Jewish petrifaction of its religion into a nationalistic shut. 


riphery of such a dark centre of a dead civilization were unli 
bring back any beam of light to ‘enlighten’ their desert regions 


off creed, monopolization of a Jewish God' in Heaven, and the pogt. 
Nicene Christian departure from the correct monotheism (with their 
Prophet Jesus being turned into a man-god sharing, with the archan. 
gel Gabriel, the Throne of the Almighty), the pagan Arabs felt free to 
have their own tribal gods and rejoice in their polytheistic idolism. 


Yet, in their unsophisticated community, where the wilderness of the 
desert enkindled imagination, where tribal feuds and contests helped 
refine to its utmost the art of poetry, and where -as in Homeric Greece. 
systematic knowledge was at its lowest, while the art of speech was at its 
highest, classical Arabic -both the most impressive and expressive language 
ever uttered- reached, at this time, its acme of perfection, as if by a miracle, 
to receive the Miracle. 


For, against those gloomy conditions, marked by a general, intellec- 
tual illiteracy all around, a few Verses of the Koran -the first in line- came 


introducing an ocean of unprecedented knowledge from up high. God 
says: 


} 
: 
‘ 


{"Recite (O Mohammad) in the Name of your Lord Who has 
created (all that exists). He has created man from a clot. 
Recite, and your Lord is the most Generous, Who has taught 
(writing) by the pen and has taught man that which he knew 
not."} [Kor. Al-‘Alag (The Clot); 1-5] 


A Divine Appeal to learn from the Omnificent, the Omniscient, and 
an illustrious reference, hardly expected from the mouth of a man reputed 
as an illiterate, to the art of writing without which no accumulation of 
systematic knowledge" is possible. 


pha Bi a 
(1) The decisive difference between humans and higher apes! 
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Foreword 

With this word 'Recite!' ¢ , ‘ 
Recite!' commenced the revelation’, and with the 
Koran, successively revealed throughout twenty-three years, the promise 
to teach man what man knew not’, the ‘bountiful’ gift of knowledge from 


the Most 'Bounteous', was finally fulfilled 


The Koran first struck those highly eloquent Arabs with: (I) its hu- 
manly unattainable eloquence, (II) the unmistakable tone of a Lord 
Sovereign speaking throughout the Koran which no human could af- 
fect or simulate, and (III) the challenge, that still persists, to imitate the 
inimitable: 

{"And if you (O nonbelievers) are in doubt about what We 
have sent down unto Our servant (i.e. Mohammad), then 
produce (just) one Surah (i.e. chapter) the like thereof, and 
call your witnesses (supporters) other than God, if you are 
truthful (in your doubts). But if you do not (produce it), and 
indeed you will not, then fear the Hellfire whose fuel is men 

and stones, prepared for the disbelievers!"} 
[Kor. Al-Bagarah (The Cow): 23 and 24] 


None, even the ablest of Mohammad's antagonists, could whatsoever 
take up the challenge. The Koran is inimitable, and no one, Arab or non- 
Arab, dares even to try to imitate it. 

Yet, this humanly unattainable eloquence, albeit the first marvel of the 
Koran, was no void speech, or else the Koran would have stood only as 
an inimitable masterpiece of magnificent poetic prose. Indeed, Koran 

miraculous inimitableness lies primarily in: (I) its superhuman, all- 
embracing knowledge, covering (II) a superhuman, all-comprising topic, 
treated in (II) a superhuman phrasing of words marvelously fitted to 
conform to all stages of development of the human mind and to all future 


progress of science”. 
(1) From which the Divine Book derives its Arabic name: 'Al-Qor’an’, a verbal noun from 


the Arabic word ' gara’ ', meaning ‘to read’. 
(2) From where we realize the impossibility of the nonconformity of the pre-stated Koranic 


facts with the ever-improving scientific knowledge. 


> 
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Measured in relation to its contemporaries of all human cTitage } 
knowledge up to its epoch, the Koran stood alone supremely incom 
rable, Contrasted with all former ‘Noble Scriptures’, the Koran Proved 
be the most comprehensive Divine Book. In its unprecedented debate a 
Godhood, the Koran spared no insightful detail, either in the heave ' 
on earth, or in the very depths of the human soul, that testifies to Bi 
presence of the Creator Who creates on His Own. Its disputation wi 

atheistic naturalism reduced (and still reduces) all atheistic Philosophie, 
to nothing more than nonsensical childishness. Its controversy with Jews 
and Christians (‘Ahlul-Kitab’, ie. People of the Scripture) showed, from 
their own scriptures, their departure from the Right Faith Preacheg 

Abraham, and demonstrated, from the Messiah’s own words in the Gog. 


son of Jesus (blessed be he, his mother and the archangel). It also showed 
that the Judeo-Christian denial of Mohammad, the culmination of all 
God's Prophets and Messengers, the Gentile Prophet promised by Moses 
and the Spirit of Truth foretold by Jesus, fell (and stil] falls) in total contra- 
diction with their claim of monotheism”, of which the Koranic Message 


not logical for any god -beside the One True God- or devil to reveal the 
purest form of monotheism, which is the Koran, as it would consequent- 
ly be against its Own self, nor are they capable of criticiy; 


Foreword 


maining witness is the Koran, 
the Koran is categorically imp 
for its Divine Authorship can 


and to question the Divine Authorship of 


ossible, since none of its cogent arguments 
ever be refuted. 


Moreover, revealing the Koran at inter 
years, ending with the Prophet's death in 63 
nity to strike with dumbness all its contemp 


vals throughout twenty-three 
2 A.D., availed it the opportu- 
orary Opponents: 

{"And those who have disbelieved say: If only the Koran were 

sent down unto him all at once!’ (We revealed it so) that We 

may strengthen your heart thereby. And We have revealed it 

(to you) gradually. And no simulation do they bring to you 

but We bring to you the truth ( against this simulation) , anda 
better explanation. "} (Kor. Al-Forqin (The Criterion): 32-33] 


The same goes, indeed, for all future opponents whose arguments, ac- 


tual and potential alike, were anticipated in the Koran and readily refuted. 


With all this combined, the Miracle of Omniscience did, from the 
outset, overwhelm the first hearers of the Koran. Thus, believers of the first 
generation were thenceforth ascertained that the Omniscient’s promises 
and prophecies told in the Koran must, in time, be realized in every detail. 


Examples of those instances of Divine Omniscience already ascer- 
tained at the time of revelation -not to cite countless others- are: (I) the 
prophecy that the severest of Mohammad’s antagonists, Abii Lahab (the 
Prophet’s uncle), would die an apostate [Kor. Al-Masad (Palm-Fibers)], 
(II) the prophecy that the Byzantine Romans would conquer the Persians 
in less than ten years after the Muslims’ first victory over the Meccans at 
Badr in about 624 A.D. [Kor. Ar-Riim (The Romans): 1-6], and (III) the 
promise of the final triumph over the Meccans [Kor. Al-Fath (The Con- 
_ quest): 27 and 28]. 


Another type of example, of more relevance to our book, are Koranic 
instances of Divine Omniscience awaiting future confirmation several _ 
centuries after its revelation, i.e. scientific facts such as the rotation of tl a 
earth around its axis, not to mention several others, stated in the Koran 
in anticipation of modern science, intended for generations to com one 
oom ; 1d. God says: oe mew) 


- 
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{"We shall show them Our Signs in the horizons (ite 
universe) and in their own selves, until it becomes manifeg the 
them that this (i.e. the Koran) is the truth...”} Ws. 


[Kor. Fosselat (The Expound ed); 5 
: 3] 


To this second category of Koranic instances of Divine 9 lid 
hidden for generations that came after the revelation, belongs the ince cg 
miracle herein presented. 7OMagti. 


{GHD 


Far from showing affected modesty often used by some auth 
cover of human inveterate vanity (God save us all from the ie 
which inveigled the first Rebel” for his place to be the deepest a 
endless Hellfire), I hasten to say with all sincerity that this bout re : 
~as far as I know- the first of its kind in the history of Koranic te : 
€Mic 


Albeit, of am 
criticisms a ~ we uN ie to admit, before any honest or dishonest 
h ; any human shortcomin both in thj . 

Version and in j rpaghle- pa 88, both in this Eneli 
in Its Arabic original: to err is human, to forgive is a 


Utmost perfection as 
> a good j 
Characteristic 800d Muslim would often say, is only Gods 
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n the o ‘ . ? hs 
ce) other hand, readers unfamiliar with Semitic or semi-Semitic 


languages (Arabic, Aramaic, Babylonian, Ethiopic, Hebrew, Old Egyptian, 
ete.), in which, by the very nature of this book, so many words or names 
appear after being thoroughly transcribed into Latin characters, are 
earnestly requested, before going any further, to consult the ‘Key to Imitated 
Pronunciation’ in the 'Phonetic Remarks’ appearing in the beginning of the 


book, in order to grasp the nearest possible utterance of foreign sounds 
nonexistent in English. 


Readers who are used to reading the Koran using only one or more of 
the current English translations, and desirous to confront my quotations 
of the Koran with those current English translations, are also warned 
that, being myself a born-Arab, a well-versed Arabic linguist as well as a 
professional English-Arabic translator, I gave leeway thoroughly in this book 
to the Arabic wording of the Koranic Verses quoted, the precise English 
rendering which, on occasions, may be found more or less different from 
corresponding current English translations -which I did consult- whenever 

I found the current rendering confusing, as potentially well-versed Arabic 
linguist reading this English version, I hope, will agree. 


I finally owe a certain apology to those readers of the present English 
version who perhaps would have preferred to have the full translation of 
its Arabic original. All I had in mind was to provide non-Arabic speakers 
-Muslim non-Arabic speakers in particular- as rapidly as possible with a 
document by the same author exposing the core of the onomastic miracle 
in a language (unlike Arabic) which is readily translatable into almost all 
other spoken languages the world over, so that they might be able to join 
possible debates on the issue as active partners, accurately informed of all 
its details. 


In this regard, being a professional translator myself, aware of the prob- 

lems of English-Arabic translation, I had also some fears concerning pos- 

sible hasty mistranslations of highly technical Arabic terms freely used in 

the Arabic original. Thus, to avoid unwarranted misinterpretations, this 

self-written English version, though concise, should then be the valid basis 
of debates among non-Arabophones, Muslims or non-Muslims. 
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| would have much liked myself te Produce the 

Nonetheless, ~e original, with all its digeassions covering, how, . 
translation of the — on closely interconnected issues, but ln 
very interesting — the pleasure, to do so, owing to certain Pregg ms 
allowed the honor, n 7 state of health in my sixties, the urge to finish ! 
plnepeic har Sn ip aein te Muslim Government in the Muslim, ¢ scieat 
my new book on "A Legitimate sain AN 
which I feel is much needed by Islamis 
world, not to mention other limits. 


Albeit, I hope that some future translators, abler than Myself, for wp 
I did care the way by giving here my own English understandin, s 
highly technical Arabic terms which are seldom correctly translateg 


living European languages, will some day bother to continue with the fu 
translation. 


HOOF 


O God, Revealer of the Koran! Support my hand, cle 
guide my pen! Lead me aright and 


Alone comes all guidance and help, 
and praise! 


ar my sight 2 ; 
keep me away from er 


Be this book a sincere effort, seeking only Your Face, 


worshippers and 8uiding whom You wish unto Your Right Path! 
Praise be to You, Lord of the worlds! 


Author uy 
Raouf Abou Seida — 


Alexandria, 30-10-1995 
CYS yoe yo 


*OCLAS Hatin dtiiee a 


Exordium 


(1) The Fall of Atheism 


2) 


temperament, depending 


contrary, belief in 'One God’, the Creator and Absolute Sovereign of the 
Whole universe; matter and soul, animate and inanimate, dead or alive (all 
atheists included), is thenceforth a matter for the scientific mind, a self- 


imposed scientific fact for the clear-sighted, the heedful and the meditative; 
or, as the Koran describes them: 


{"... Those who, when reminded of the Signs of their Lord, do not 
fall thereat deaf and blind. "} (Kor. Al-Forgan (The Criterion): 73] 


The Koran goes even further to declare, after a marvelous display of 
contrasting physical phenomena, that true human knowledge of God, 
culminating in revering Him as perfectly as He deserves, increases with 
the progress of human knowledge of the physical world. This is expressed 
by the following most erudite statement: 


{"... It is only those who have knowledge among His servants 
that (truly) fear God..."} [Kor. Fater (The Originator): 28] 


Nothing more magnificent, sublime and accurate has ever been said in 
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Yet, not a few of the modern ‘intellectuals’, who sti bas 

sciously or unconsciously- on outmoded, illogic and Antigo “Cop, 
, eng: 

godless cosmologies of past centuries, dare rebuff so stubborn tif, 


deed, so self-degradingly) such honors as those Divinely best (in, 
on the learned; continue -unaware of their ignorance - to y eq 
their right to be considered intellectual on the basis of their rial 
to admit the ‘unknowable’; and vaunt to consider the fear of Sal . 
the privilege of the common folk, the naive, the uneducateg a oq! | 


superstitious. 


Unfortunately, for their own selves, these arrogant self-assumeg inte 
lectuals are not among those praised in the Koran for their learnedneg . 
Like all their predecessors throughout the history of mankind, the 
rogant, self-assumed intellectuals were not only self-degrading, 
primarily self-eradicating. 
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but also 


is reflected in the following Koranic statement: 


{"We shall show them Our Signs in the horizons (i.e. the 
universe) and in their own selves, until it becomes manifest to 
them that this (i.e. the Koran) is the truth. Is it not sufficient in 


Negating God means negating one’s own self. This unquestionable truth 
regard to your Lord that He is a Witness over everything?”} 


[Kor. Fosselat (The Expounded): 53] 


This means that, not only does everything that exists -by its sheer 
existence- bear witness to the Creator, but in fact God Alone is the sole 
Guarantor for anything to really exist: The Supreme Being bears witness 
to things existing at any time (brought into being after being not). If the 
Eternal were not, then everything existing at any time would be denied any 


recognition as existing, because none else could bring it from ‘nothingness’ 
into existence. 


Saying for the sake of the debate, if the atheistic doctrine is deemed true, 
no atheist could claim for himself the slightest existence even to stand on 
his own feet to utter his blasphemy. 
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Driving the argument further, things that exist at any time are not 
guaranteed subsistence (ie. to continue existing) but for God’s Command. 
In other words, all things existing at any time are foredoomed to perish. 
God says: 


{".. Everything is to perish save His Face...(""} 
[Kor. Al-Qasas (The Narrative): 88] 


None of the things existing at any time can possibly be empowered 
from within to keep it existing independently of Him Who brought it into 
being after being not. Whence, all things existing at any time continue to 
be so only by a Command from God 'to keep them existing’ and ‘maintain 
them to continue so’. God says: 


{"And among His Signs is that the heavens and the earth stand 
by His Command (only)..."} [Kor. Ar-Riim (The Romans): 25] 


The phrase 'the heavens and the earth’, here and in all similar places in 
the Koran, implies all celestial bodies altogether, i.e. the whole universe. 


GHG 


It should be noted, before going any further, that all atheistic argu- 
ments have never been either sincere or firsthand. They all are 'coun- 
terarguments' attempting frivolously to confuse and destabilize an 
innate firm belief in God, so deep-seated in the human soul that a 
sound mind cannot afford to think otherwise. They all, even the most 
sophisticated, are sheer sophistry proceeding from false premises. 
Their motive is the same: To keep 'God' from interfering with human 
conscience and behavior. &), 

It should also be noted that such godless fallacies first emerged in Europe 
-from ancient Greece onwards- in opposition to man-made gods or clergy- : 
petornic’ papper hiving lost‘any founded claim to is took 
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Exordium: (1) The Fall of Atheism B ss 


To say that 'matter is all that exists’ -a saying so dear to atheists of all 
times- is wrong, at least on account of the fact that, by so alleging, its ad- 
yocates (i.e. the materialists) overlook that they are making a 'generaliza- 
tion’ about the sensible world which their own bodies are part of. Matter, 
as defined, is not possessed of such a faculty as to reflect on its own self. 
Therefore, there should unquestionably exist some ‘self’ that is indepen- 
dent of matter. 

Again, the materialistic counterargument is unfounded in view of the 
fact that matter, at least as it is presented to the senses, does not exist in 
‘nothing’: It exists in distinct objects, variably shaped and propertied (water, 
earth, air, gold, iron, copper, plants, insects, animals, men and everything, 
whether simple or compound, animate or inanimate). The claim that all 
such ‘things’ and ‘beings’, so highly different and once being one thing, is 
(I) illegitimate for him who explains the external world only in terms of his 
own ‘material’ perceptions, since no piece of matter is found in the abso- 
lute; and (II) materialistically self-destroying since it concedes a preexist- 
ing ‘shaper’, inevitably ‘immaterial’, responsible for the emergence of such 
'things' and ‘beings’ from lifeless matter. 


It may be argued, as naturally expected from any materialistic phi- 
losopher, that all material objects, however different, have one basic 
common property: extension in space. Every single ‘object’ takes up 
some amount of space equal to its own volume, which is meant by 
‘matter in the absolute’ or ‘sheer matter’ (in materialistic language) and 
which is perceptible by the senses, while the ‘unoccupied interspaces' 
are mere nothingness. Therefore, being not in space as defined, 'God' 
is inexistent. But, again, the materialistic argument fails to stand on its 
feet. First, it does not explain why, how and when distinct objects with 
more or less different shapes and properties became distinguished and 
separated from uniform shapeless matter. Second, and most impor- 
tantly, if ‘matter in the absolute’ is deemed 'shapeless’, then it is ‘space- 
less' too - and hence (according to the same materialistic argument) 


inexistent. 
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Using the ‘eternalistic' counterargument, the atheist who liens 
istence’ exclusively to ‘matter’ also maintains that this ‘matter’ ~ & 
nal, i.e, exists independently of time, without a beginning 0, ae Ste, 
counterargument is advanced to defeat believers in 'God' ag the : 
tor of the universe: If the universe had been eternal, then the nt 
of creation’ would have never happened, and 'God' then woula 
been ‘unnecessary’ for initiating what had always been existing A 
all, existence is its own self-sufficient cause, i.e. it needs no justificas 
in itself. A thing exists simply because it ‘does’ exist. Existence isa fy 


to be taken as it is, not an event to be explained in terms of Cause-ap 4 


effect relations. 

This is not at all bad or objectionable. It is, indeed, the same argument 
used by godly believers against such atheistic arguments as ‘If God was 
needed to create the world, then who created God?' or 'If God was deemeg 
self-existent, then the universe could also be deemed so!'. 


Yet, logically speaking, there is a trick in the godless argument of 
eternal matter. God, for those who believe in Him, is One Perfect 
‘Self’, and thus capable of having intrinsic attributes, while matter 
(being presented to the senses, not in the absolute but in the form 
and essence of distinct space-bound variably shaped and propertied 
material objects) is not. At least not a few of such distinct material 
objects found in nature are seen to come into existence after being 
nothing and then seen to perish; hence, they are neither self-existent 
nor eternal. Examples of this are found in natural life: Plants, insects, 
animals, men (including those blaspheming atheists) and inanimate 
entities. For example, water consists of hydrogen and oxygen whose 
atom, when split, dissolves into tiny particles (electrons, protons, et 


which, in turn, are ephemeral). 
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. 00m unrelenting godless contention is that the so-called ‘eternal 
matter in the absolute! is nothing but ancient Greek's ‘Chaos’, the state 
of shapelesanees from which the mythical 'Demiurge' shaped the world. 
Again, the eternalistic argument turns out to be of no avail, because it 
is self-contradictory and self-defeating. ‘Shapelessness' for a materialist 
equals ‘nothingness’ or ‘non-existence’, which it is quite absurd to deem 
permanent without risking the concession of the flagrant antilogy that the 
whole world by no means came from unceasing ‘non-existence’. Also, it 

concedes a 'Demiurge' that shapes things according to some design, which 


is not far from the 'process of creation’ notion, which is also repelling to all 
atheists. 
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The ‘epistemic’ atheistic argument, however, is less arrogant, since the 
contending atheist humbly avows that his mind is incapable of realizing 
‘God’, that mystique which is impossible for him to ascertain through 
physical inquiry which is his only trusted source of human knowledge. 


At first sight, one can concede such an avowal as a personal judgment 
that is not binding for others, and also concede -within limits- the belief 
that physical inquiry is the only ‘trusted source’ of human knowledge. 
Nevertheless, to conclude from these premises that God is not recognizable 
in, or logically inferable from, man’s physical inquiry is quite erroneous 
and sophistic. 


First of all, to maintain that the monotheists’ All-Transcending God 
is not perceptible in our inquiry of the external world is a bad joke, simi- 
lar to Gagarin’s (Soviet astronaut) words, who declared that while he was 
navigating thousands of miles away from the earth, he found no trace of 
a ‘God in space. This is absurd, not only because no man has yet wholly 
surveyed the unfathomable universe so as to tell for sure that 'God' is 
nowhere, or because no monotheist has alleged that the All-Creating 
_ chose His dwelling somewhere within the universe, but also because the 
- monotheists’ own definition of 'God' already deems Him unrecogniz- 


able in any material resemblance and imperceptible by any of the human 
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is nothing like Him; and he is the All- Hearing, the 
{".. There is ne 


} [Kor, AS-Stira (The Counsel). ; ly 
All-Seeing." 


He also says: 
{"No vision can comprehend Him while He comprehend, all 
visions,,,"} 

Taking the first Part of the atheistic belief that any existin hi 

should be materially perceptible by the Senses, it is completely un 


but just our Sensations, assumedly caused by an external Stimulus that 
©onventionally Called ‘matter’, 
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the mind not only recalls the memory of Mr. Smith’s burial, but also 
employs the laws of logic. A man cannot be virtually found in dif- 
ferent places at the same time. Likewise, in our direct contact with 
the external world, our perceptions are merely the ‘raw material’ from 
which our minds proceed, after screening and purification, in a think- 
ing process aided only by logic, to acquire what we call ‘systematic 
knowledge’. 

In retort to the atheistic fallacy that the things known to be existent 
are only those which are materially perceptible, examples of things ex- 
isting beyond the reach of our senses are so glaring. One example is 
infrared rays, which are invisible to the human eye but (through their 
penetrating heat) are known to exist not through the sense of vision but 

through the mind, as a mental ‘conclusion’ based on the law of causa- 
tion. Nothing happens without some kind of a cause. This is exactly 
what is meant by the monotheistic assertion that 'God’, while ‘invisible’, 
is known to be existent beyond any doubt as the Only Creator of the 
universe, with its components and laws. 

Now, turning to the second part of the epistemic argument (that God 
is not necessarily inferable from human experience with the physical 
world) it must be stated that the atheist, by declaring himself unable to 
infer God from the physical world, will be excluding his own self as being 
no more eligible to take part in any scientific debate. By attributing this 
marvelously perfect and disciplined world to sheer chance, he will be 
denying the ‘law of causation’ without which no scientific research cannot 
be conducted and no scientific fact can be stated. 


Ge 


Indeed, the whole universe is only kept going, for a duration pre- 
decreed, by God’s Command. God says: 
{"Indeed! God holds the heavens and the earth from moving 


away (from their places), and if they do move away (by 
means of His Will), they can never be held by anyone (else) 
after Him..."} [Kor. Fater (The Originator): 41] 
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Modern Muslim astronomer who read this Koranic Verse often fin i 
therein an allusion (eleven centuries ahead of Newton) to the the ory : 
gravitation, All objects, from the hugest celestial bedies down to the tj P 
est particles of dust on earth, are 'endowed' with a built-in Bravitation 

force proportionate to its 'mass'. The bigger a body is, the strongey it 
capacity to attract, englut and assimilate smaller bodies. With this a cou 
mulation, the body becomes even bigger and bigger, and its Br aVitation 


gets stronger and stronger. 


But, if all bigger masses were to continue swallowing the smaller Ones, 
then nothing would be left in the whole universe except perhaps one sin. 
gle body comprising all forms of matter. Fortunately, this is not the law of 
our world, only because the shrewdest of all designers had managed from 
the very beginning to set the celestial bodies at distances from each other 
which make each one’s gravitational field end exactly at the borderline of 
the other's, keeping all entities controlled by a system from which (as told 
by the Koran) none can ever deviate. 


REG 


Once upon a time, there was a huge nebula of ‘cosmic dust! wander- 
ing in vacuum space. With continuous agglomeration within the nebula, 
caused by the self-endowed gravitational force of each one of its compo- 
nent particles, the ethereal wandering body became thicker, less flabby and 
more compact. Eventually, it turned into a somewhat ‘dwarf spheroid’ of _ 
the utmost thinkable compact mass of matter, combining as its own the 
total gravitational force of its component particles. Yet, heated to the ut- 
most under the effect of being continually compacted, this ‘dwarf spheroid’ 
reacted forming tremendous explosions, throwing pieces from its core into 
the wild space, and forming what we call ‘celestial bodies’, including our 
earthly planet. This is, more or less, what we learn from modern astrophys- 
ics, in the now most universally accepted modern cosmological theory that 
attempts to explain the origin of the universe on a scientific basis. 


Leaving aside, for the moment, the unexplained origin of the ‘cosmic 
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{"And the heavens 
We built 
expanding (the edifice). with Might, and sure We are ever 


[Kor, Ad- 3 at Th Wi “AT 
Also, God says: Daryat (The Winnowers): 47] 
{"Have those who disbe, 


lieve not seen that the heavens and the 
earth were a joined (whole), then We split them?..."} 


[Kor. Al-Anbya’ (The Prophets): 30] 


Test to our discussion here is to know that 
either in the ‘dwarf spheroid! theory or other theories- 
views the universe as having been ‘born’ in time through a process, 
denouncing all the atheists who claim that the universe is eternal so as 
only to deny any creator of the universe. H 
this atheistic allegation, 
well-founded. 


Anyway, what is of real inte 
modern science 


aving scientifically confuted 
the eternalists’ claim to scientism proves no longer 


Nonetheless, 


the unexplained origin and essence of the nebular cosmic 
dust in the 


‘dwarf spheroid’ cosmology risks inveigling such unrelenting 
eternalists to contend that ‘cosmic dust’ (the supposed nebular origin of 
our so marvelously organized universe) was itself eternal, and then jump 
to the hasty conclusion that such a marvelous edifice is self-made through 
only its own self-endowed gravitational force with no need for an outer 
maker (occasionally referred to as 'God’). 


Such risky misinterpretation should, however, be further investigated. 
EA 


In the above discussion, one may suggest that ‘gravitation’ is a sufficient 
cause of the whole series of subsequent events or reactions; (I) gravitation 
as the first cause, (II) compacting mass as a direct consequence, (III) heating 
as a reaction of compacting, and (IV) disintegration as a result of contin ied | 
overheating and the final product of gravitation. ne fa rer | 


unis saainioiolanemcenianese Tar the Sissies “0 
matter (namely gravitation) to explain the whole ‘accident’ that b he 
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~e roperty o Matter, 
If we consider gravitation the only pte thy -T ae mS 
ree § — 
then how could such cosmic dust be originally fo y 
e 8 
isi rated nebular form?’ 
disintegrated nebular | 
ce in the opposit 
‘How could a reaction (supposed to have an equal mee meee ” 
lirection; such as disintegration in reaction to gravita : wane i. 
c »s S e ; i 4 
a complete return to former conditions, as we learn in phy: atone e 
primary state of such a highly disintegrated nebular olen , but 
rather in ‘splits’ as huge as even the smallest planet is huge? 


‘In the absence of an outer force, how could the celestial bodies 
continue to keep their masses without further compactization nor 
disintegration?’ 

‘How could such Successive explosions from the core of the dwarf 
spheroid’ be so calculated, dosed and timed as to make each disintegrateq 


‘Who could imagine that, in the absence of a mighty self-acting force, 
the celestial bodies can, by their own Selves, convene to Occupy the right 
Position on the right orbit at the tight distance both from 'their mother' 
and from each other S0 as to avoid collision or remergence?' 


'Was it a sheer hazard (this is the usual 
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Bia 


under permanent 
r e control by means of premeditated instruments guaran- 


teeing absolute universal harmony, 


This m i i 
re velous engineering of the heavens (which is extremely efficient, 
minimally speaking) Pre-requi 


to content ourselves with the statement that God does 
atter would leave unexamined the origin and essence 


mic dust, once found wandering in the wilderness and 
thought to be the base form of stars and planets. 


of such a nebular cos 


Once again, the erudite Koran seems to confirm, fourteen centuries be- 
fore modern science, the primary nebular state of the universe. God says: 
{"Then He turned to the Heaven when it was smoke™..."} 
[Kor. Fosselat (The Expounded): 11] 
It was no doubt nebular; but nebular or otherwise, the basic idea is that 


‘matter’ has always been conceived of as consisting of tiny particles named 
‘atoms’ and molecular agglomerates thereof. 


To determine the essence, and then the origin, of such ‘cosmic dust’, 
thought to be the progenitor of all stars and planets, we should now embark 
on our investigation of the nature and essence of those ‘atoms’ as viewed 
along the history of human thought and finally as determined by twentieth- 
century modern science. 


Se Gt 


The ‘atomic theory’, or ‘atomism’, is, in fact, as old as Democritus™, the 
ancient Greek philosopher who imagined the universe as wholly made up 


(1) ‘Smoke’ (Arabic: ‘Dokkan’), originally applying to blackish or grey emanations from 
burning wood, was then the only possible word to describe what is now meant by the 
modernly coined word ‘gas. 

(2) He flourished about 420 B.C. The original idea is often ascribed to his predecessor 

Leucippus, thought to have flourished about 440 B.C., but Democritus was the real 

exponent of atomism. aia iste bawrg 
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of tiny, simple, indivisible and absolutely indestructible particle. 
he named ‘atoms’ (Greek ‘atomoi’), meaning literally, indivisibley: igh 


Unlike our modern definition of the atom, Democritus’ indivigiy 
were thought of as no more analyzable or reducible into any gj &y 
constituents (such as, in our modern atomic theory, protons, heute er 
electrons, ete.). Moreover, and most importantly, the indivisibles of De 8, 
ocritus were all alike in essence; i.e. sheer extensions in space, differen, 
ated only by shape, An atom of gold, for example, is different from thas Ll 
iron not in terms of protons, neutrons, electrons, etc., but simply in ead 
one’s respective shape. This suits a geometrician more than a Physicigy 

but it is quite natural of such a thorough-going materialist as Democrity ) 
lest further analysis of the atom, as conducted by modern science, shouig 
result in ‘intangibles', Since Democritus had no idea about Newtonian, 
gravitation, he thought of atoms as endowed with free motion in the Void 
or free fall in all directions — vertical, horizontal, up and down, He then 
was led, as all materialists, to the awkward conclusion that sheer hazarg 
or chance is ‘needed’ to explain the birth of the universe out of a random 
gathering of atoms. One might wonder how could order and discipling 
come out of such a mess, but what is of interest to our discussion jg that 
such a definition of indivisibles only in terms of 'shape' leaves matter Per 
se indefinable in essence; i.e. unknowable, and hence unacceptable ag a 
explanation of the universe. 


It was not until the wake of the twentieth century that, after the 
splitting of the atom, Democritus’ theory was proved to be completely 
wrong. In spite of the Greek name, atoms are found to be penetrable, 
divisible and reducible to even tinier ingredients common to all atoms, 
such as protons, neutrons, electrons, etc., whose number within the 
atom determines its specificity as a discrete kind of matter (gold, iron, 
mercury, iodine, hydrogen, oxygen, etc.). These extremely tiny particles 
are kept revolving in equilibrium around and within their nucleus at 
the heart of the atom. The life of these elementary particles depends 
on keeping them together within the atom which, once split or disinte- 
grated, dissolves into sheer uniform energy. 
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It is Scientifically known that Ia 
a 


as equal to its mags Multiplied Splitting the atom releases as much energy 
means that matter and ie Sythe Square of the velocity of light, which 
stein’s formula: B = me? BY are Mutually convertible according to Ein- 


' 4 
tum of sheer energy’ occasion 


as in human-triggered Processes (such as spark-producing friction, 
burning fuel to make fire, chemical reactions which generate elec- 
tricity, etc.), the inverse, i.e. ‘remaking' matter out of sheer energy 
(the process of creation), is both superhuman and superphysical. In 
other words, while demolition (i.e. splitting of the atom) is proved 
possible by modern science, rebuilding (i.e. reconstruction of the 
atom) is impossible. 


Indeed, re-materialization of energy, or re-imprisoning of energy back 
in a material image, even in the tiniest thinkable particle (i.e. reconstruc- 
tion of the atom), is scientifically infeasible for several reasons: 


(1) The reproduction of one specific atom of matter needs an extremely 
disproportionate and huge quantum of energy - as huge as 89,875 bil- 
lion-fold its mass (E = mc?). 

(2) The atom has a highly complicated and artful structure (nucleus and 
particles). Its components, and consequently the material of sheer en- 
ergy needed for re-fabrication, are charged, uncharged or of opposite 
electric charge. When released, these components are never retrievable 

in the precise tiny mass and specific number of a specific atom. 
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i » positive/negative attraction/repulsion Counter-forc, 
(3) Owing to the pos 1 lest a possible delay of even the sligh of 
ice ts, and les 8! 
these atomic components, seri : 
fraction of a second of any stage behind the os rite mediate 
provoke re-disintegration, re-assembly of nucleus r¢ nes icles mus, Ny 
ime’, which i ical notion. 
accomplished in 'no time’, which is a superphysica 


This ‘no time' logical necessity for building atoms (and composing 
whole universe) out of sheer energy implies the need for a Creator’ in a 
time, That creator is surely God, Glorified be His Names, Who describes 
the process of creation saying: 

{"Verily, His Command, whenever He intends a thing, is only 
that He says to it: 'Be!' and it is. "} [Kor. Ya-Sin: 82] 


Furthermore, the construction of atoms from their tiny element 
particles requires such particles to be pre-created in sufficient numbers 
and ready for assembly. But, scientifically speaking, such tiny particles are 
only found within the atom in a state of captivity, so to speak, never on the 
loose. Thus, there is no such silly thing as protons, neutrons, electrons, etc, 
wandering separately in the wild space. Outside atoms, there is only sheer 
energy released therefrom through fission, chemical reactions or heating. 


Then, how could such sheer energy be termed ‘eternal’ or ‘self-existent'? 
On the other hand, it is equally flagrant to maintain that such energy jg 
Perishable or consumable, like the energy used in motion, If so, what is then 
left of 'matter' for a materialistic atheist to stick to? Absolutely nothing! 


Yet, from such absolute nothingness, the Almighty creates whatever He 
wills, merely by His Command: "Be!" Once uttered, this instantly fulfilled 


| 
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This is not a 'mystic' speech on my part, as a miserable atheist would 
contend, It is, in fact, the only logical consequence of admitting that 


matter is ephemeral and God is Eternal, with no possible alternative 
conclusions. 


Nevertheless, it suffices our purposes to have forced atheists of 
all denominations, on grounds of pure logic and modern scientific 
achievements, to recognize an inevitable Initiator of the universe. The 
universe is brought into being through a process, and it is no more ac- 
ceptable to think of it as self-made or self-existent, Each celestial body 
(including our earthly planet) is now astrophysically assigned its own 
date of birth in heavens, 


The claim that the universe is eternal has now been totally destroyed, 
while the splitting of the atom early in the twentieth century brought that 
materialistic view to total bankruptcy, Nothing remains for the miserable 
atheist except perhaps to wail over his lost dreams, withdraw his claim to 
‘illuminated’ intellectualism, repent, begin to ‘learn’ anew, or else exclude 
himself definitely from any sound scientific debate. 


It also serves him right -after so many centuries of self-conceit- to feel 
ashamed today of his unlearnedness, to covet the lot of the 'God-fearing’, 
to fall humbly on his feet asking forgiveness from the Almighty, Whom he 
so foolishly used to negate, and surrender to Him. 


EGE 


The fall of atheism, as shown above in light of modern science, inevi- 
tably entails the fall of all other forms of awkward metaphysics or clumsy 
religious thoughts such as pantheism, immanentism, emanationism, du- 
alism, polytheism, etc., leaving nothing scientifically solid except pure 
monotheism, corresponding literally to the Muslim testimony of faith: 
"There is no deity but God!", Islam is the one religion professed by all 
the Prophets from Adam to Mohammad, God’s Blessings and Peace be 
on them all. 

The occasional intervallic departures from the Right Faith were always 
fought by the successive Prophets who preached the same old monothe- 
istic belief, until the advent of Mohammad, the culmination of all God’s 
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Messengers. Through the Koran, he put a final oe - all anti-jo,; cia 
anti-scientific religious beliefs, relieving all mankind from a long hist 
of mental debasement caused by muddleheaded clergy-made, and cler 
profiting, obscurant intricacies -from the most sh pi man-made in 
cessory deities to the most sophisticated worship of co-deified an 


~ 


Zels ang 
Saints, 

The advent of Islam in the wake of the A.D. seventh century Marke 
the final triumph of sound human mind over all kinds of Sorcery, mygte 
mythology and legendry. It is thenceforth the true religion for the Men of 
science, who are highly praised in the Koran, as well as the clear-heade d 
and open-eyed people. 

Nonetheless, three forms of decently disguised anti-religion Philos. 
ophies should not pass uncommented: Naturalism, Deism and Indif. 
ferentism. 


eer | 


Naturalism is a doctrine that the natural world, as explained by scien- 
tific laws, is all that exists, and that there is no supernatural or spiritual 
creation, control or significance. : 


The problem with this doctrine is that it is meant to seem worthy and _ 
scientific: ‘Science only can explain the world’. It is then the ‘scientific 
atheism’ which we have refuted in the above section, since all forms of 
atheism are ultimately proved ‘unscientific’ by modern science. 


We, therefore, need not re-discuss it here, except the fact that this doc- 
trine is clearly self-contradictory and, hence, self-defeating. Whenever the 
notion of ‘law’ is proposed, the necessity of an independent ‘authority’ is 
also raised: The very notion of law’ presupposes a ‘legislator’ equipped with 
sufficient major power to enforce the law. To retort, didactically, that ‘law’ 
in scientific usage simply means ‘law of nature’ (i.e. unvarying uniformity 
observed in any sequence of events which occur under the same condi- 
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Deism, on the contrary, is not at all atheistic, at least in its deceitful 
appearance, It is even less unscientific and less illogical than Natural- 
ism, since it concedes, on purely rational grounds and without reli- 
ance on revelation or (church) authority, the necessity of a God-Cre- 
ator. Unlike Naturalism, Deism implies that scientific laws are not by 
themselves sufficient to explain the world, which is not bad reasoning 
at all. 


But, surprisingly, the deistic rationale grows wild and unfoundedly 
asserts that God, having created the world and decreed its natural laws, 
takes no further part in its functioning, i.e. dethrones Himself in favor 
of those preprogrammed natural forces. This second part of deism may 
appeal to those who (justifiably) admire the perfect Divine Creation, 
guaranteed to be completely self-conducting throughout. 


This is not at all objectionable. Yet, the deistic rationale envisages 
nothing of the sort. In fact, its sole motive, as betrayed by its direct con- 
sequences, is on the contrary essentially atheistic. It keeps 'God' from 
interfering in the worldly-life affairs and influencing human conscience 
and behavior. 

Now, to acknowledge 'God' in theory, just to avoid the atheistic anti- 
logic notion about ‘a self-created world’, while deistically neutralizing 
Him in practice is nothing different from atheistically declaring Him 
inexistent (i.e. isolating Him from human thought). Thus, Deism be- 
gins theistic in premise, but ends inevitably in atheism. The direct cor- 
ollary in both cases is to reject such ‘allegedly Divine Decrees’, since 
'God' - according to this doctrine -already dethroned Himself in favor 

of man, who then is the sole sovereign of his own destiny, which is the 
core of atheism. 

Yet, I am not interested here in moralizing the 'Deist', who is actually 
a disguised atheist. I mainly intend to defeat him on grounds of pure 
logic. The apparent gain of ‘logic! which Deism realizes over atheism, 
through declaring God an absolute logical necessity for the creation 
of the universe, dissolves in gross antilogy, because deistically assert- 
ing that God dethroned Himself is (I) unnecessarily inferred from the 
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premises of the perfect design; (II) incompatible with the Premises 
the perfect design which does not afford any rebellion againgt thi 


S de. 
sign, which is expected from and occasionally shown by a certain 


1 ' Clagg 
of free-willed, thinking creatures named 'men', who deem themselye. 
as the sole sovereign of their destinies; and (III) is not SUPPoOrted }, 


any documented proof, i.e. logically inadmissible unless affirmeg b 
Divine Proclamation of self-dethronement inevitably through Divine 
Revelation, whose revelation is, according to the deistic theory, 
as illegitimate. 


denieg 


Finally, there is Indifferentism, the most deceitfully decent-looking the. 
ory of all the three. It seemingly springs from the concept of human rights 
concerning freedom of belief and worship, but unwarrantedly SUTPasses 
the rational limits of the respect which is due to human rights by declaring 
that not only everyone is free to believe in and practice any form of religion 
they like but also that all religious beliefs are equally valid and this leads 
to a justification to antonyms: Monotheism versus polytheism, spirituality 
versus materialism, worship of the Creator versus worship of the created 
or the contrived. This equation of opposites obviously contradicts with all 
laws of logic. 


Yet, such apparent self-contradiction soon disappears when we realize 
that Indifferentism proceeds not from the basic assumption that ‘all forms 
of religion are equally valid’ but from the basic assumption that ‘all forms 
of religion are equally false’, with no ascertainable claim to absolute truth. | 
However, all are tolerated, even the absurd, in modern democratic society — 
as harmless products of freedom of thought and freedom of belief and ex- 
pression (the idol of all democrats). 


In spite of seeming the most lovable , Indifferentism is in fact the fiery 
est form of anti-religion: While pretending to sublimate freedom of ‘faith’ 
Indifferentism disparagingly and on purpose reduces ‘faith’ to a matter of 
no consequence in modern society. Under such a cover, ‘negative’ faith (ie 
atheism) is also recognized and fully respected, if not intellectually ‘pret 
tified’ as rational and scientific in contrast with all o io 
‘unscientific’ denominations. es oe ae 
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Deep in heart and mind, Indifferentism sides undoubtedly with 
atheism in goals and orientations. The only difference is that the for- 
mer is not a system of thought, but rather a ‘system of government’ 
where absolute power is vested in the ‘laity, expecting no guidance 
from ‘Divine Lights’ and admitting no such superior authority as God 
Himself; one that is capable of curbing or interfering with government 
actions and orientations through the so-called Divine Revelation or 
Decrees which model human thought and behavior on certain old- 
fashioned morals and values. 


This is both immoral and delusive: The real motive of such a lay-gov- 
ernment is to avoid any ‘Divine Control’ so as to maintain total freedom 
- even if immoral - checked only by the so-called ‘public opinion, which 
is easily influenced and falsified according to the orientations and vagaries 
of the ruling system. 


EG 


It should be noted, once again, that the idea of ‘government by the 
laity’ -necessarily implied in and commended by Atheism, Deism and 
Indifferentism- was born in Christian Western Europe with the sworn 
intention to curb and ultimately nullify the Church’s authority over and 
interference in state affairs. This ‘movement’ was backed and financed, if 
not actually initiated, by ‘lay governors’ and emperors who were all eager to 
see their absolute control over their subjects unchallenged, even by a ‘holy 
person’ such as the Pope in Rome. 


Fortunately for Christendom in that part of the world, moving this 
Pope out of public-life affairs as the vicar of Christ on earth was not 
at all an easy task. In spite of the occasional substantiated instances of 
corruption and notorious infamy, the majority of Christians who hope 
for an ever-happy life in the Hereafter still believe the Pope in Rome to 
be personally entrusted with the keys of either Hellfire or Paradise. In 

ce of such obsessive papal sway over people's collective mind and con- 
cience, the lay-government advocates could hardly have a chance, had 
topped at rationally demonstrating the lay-government as the best 
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selves with defending its merits over theocracy. Indeed, without eft; 
the notion of Papal Authority, the task of lay-government promoter, ' 
practically impossible. To this end, all means were carried Out ang at 
arguments were used, even if irrational. 

All notable philosophers and thinkers of the epoch ss tried to ia 
gate or, less arrogantly, dethrone ‘God’ had in fact the Pope’ in theiy 
minds. In their petty war against Godhood, the real target was a Certain 
‘impostor’ in Rome, who ought to be divested from his false credentj af 
(i.e. the Pope's claim that he represents God). Atheism was their stron. 
gest argument, since, legally speaking, the fall of the ‘Principal?’ itteyo. 
cably entails the fall of the Agent. Second, they held the claim of Divine 
self-dethronement on the basis that the universe is perfect and needs no 
further interference either by God Himself or through an ‘agent’ Third 
in order, but most cogent, the critical challenge against the authenticity 
of the claim that the contents of the Bible are Divinely revealed, whence 
the Church accrediting papers were found to be false as they were found 

to be man-made, not Divine. 


These respective arguments were advanced almost as follows: 


(1) God never was, so delegation of the Divine Powers is absurd and any 
claimants of such a thing are to be treated as impostors,. 


(2) God, if ‘God’ ever were, deposed Himself, so to speak, and so no person 
or group of persons are entitled to speak in His Name. 


(3) To deprive the Church of its own Single authority, serious critical 
studies showed — unfortunately for the ‘distorted holy scriptures’ - that 
the Bible, the ‘unhistorical’ record forming the basis of the Christian 
Faith and containing the so-called Divine Commandments, was in 
fact ‘inauthentic’ and not Divine, on account of the intermittent self- 
contradictory statements and unforgivable 8TOss ‘errors’ which are 
unbecoming for the All-Knowing, let alone the intelligence of man. 
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(5) The Bible was devoid of anything to teach beyond the ‘spiritual, thus 
its power ought to be restricted within the realm of the inner human 
conscience — weakened, nonetheless, to its lowest in order not to obscure 
‘sound reasoning. 


A ‘war of religion’ it is, indeed; not in the sense of those interdenomi- 
national conflicts within Christendom, but in fact a total war against all 
religions, whether Christianity or otherwise. 


To achieve their ‘worldly’ goal against the ‘sacred’, the lay-govern- 
ment promoters in that part of Christendom in Western Europe unfor- 
tunately thought of no other good alternative than to strike ruthlessly 
at the very roots of religion per se in people’s minds and conscience. 
This, they sure did, unscrupulously, the least to say, and almost with 
great success, to be true. 


Had they spared their enormous effort in the service of the atheistic 
and pseudo-atheistic thoughts and spent it instead in a sincere quest of 
the true religion (i.e. Authentic Divine Revelation), occupying themselves 
at least with the essence of the scriptural message and dwelling not on the 
mysterious and the allegoric, they could have saved what remains basically 
true in the pre-Koranic revelation. 


Unfortunately for the cause of religion in that part of the world, 
this was impossible. The backbone of the post-Nicene Christian Faith 
was made up of unreasonable ‘mysteries’ that were not open to free 
discussion, such as incarnation, original sin, redemption, etc., all awk- 
wardly based on and adapted to basic Greek mistranslations (within 
Greek-written Gospels) of Christ’s own words, originally uttered in 
Hebrew-Aramaic. The most flagrant examples of this were, not to 
mention others, the Greek ‘Pater’ (English ‘Father’), for the Hebrew- 
Aramaic ‘Abba’ (English ‘the Lord’), and Creek ‘Yios’ (English ‘Son’) 
for the Hebrew-Aramaic ‘Bar’ (English ‘pure; ‘chaste’, ‘chosen’). This 
led to the fatal misunderstanding of Jesus, with its true meaning be- 
ing ‘chosen by the Lord; as indicating the other meaning, ‘son of the 
father; thus co-deifying Jesus with the Almighty, in contradiction with 
Christ’s own words: 
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{And this is eternal life, that they know You, the only true God, 
and (know) Jesus-Christ whom You has sent”} 

[John, XVII: 3] 


s we can see, Jesus-Christ is declaring himself as God’s Messe 
As we can see, Je: ger 


nothing more. 

This and other linguistic examples of mistranslation or misinterp, eta. 
tion will be further discussed in relevant parts of this book. It suffices og 
purposes for the time being to remember, once again, that the Koran Was 
the first to dismantle this Nicene Creed, but, unfortunately for the cause 
of true religion in that part of the world, those Europeans were from the 
very outset inveigled to mistake ‘Islam’ for a political enemy, not a Divine 
Guidance. 

More unfortunately, the Church chose to abide by and defend those 

mysteries in opposition to the ‘Only True God’ by whom Jesus Was sent, 
and also in opposition to sound human intellect, intentionally supporting 
-to the detriment of the Church itself- the claim of its enemies that ‘faith 
is blind? i.e. faith has nothing to do with reason. By this, it was Placing its 
enemies on a better footing as defenders of the human mind, with the lam- 
entable result that all of today’s Christians, brought up under the influence 
of lay schooling, teachings and philosophy, now readily and disparagingly 
identify in their thought, as well as in their speech and writings, ‘faith’ as 
being ‘irrational, ‘Divine as being ‘mythic’ ‘religious’ as being ‘supersti- 
tious’ and ‘sacred’ as being ‘mystified’ 

Even worse, and most Preposterous, the worldly-motivated lay-gov- 
ernment advocates in modern Muslim societies (I mean, those ridiculous, 
westernized and self-assumed Islamic thinkers) keep on parroting the same 
old arguments made against politicized Papacy in Western Europe; forget- 
ting that they are themselves Muslims and speaking to Muslims on Muslim 
territories where the ‘Divine Book’ -the final word of God concluding all 
former Divine Revelation- is unceasingly the ultimate authority binding 
on the Muslim conscience and behavior; and unable to realize that it is ri- 
diculous of a Muslim, who bears the absolute truth, to seek guidance from 
teachers whom he should instead teach and lecture. 4 


Bxordium: (1) The Fall of Atheism i a 


Notwithstanding its undisputed and unprecedented marvelous break- 
throughs in the field of technology and scientific research, the Western 
civilization is committing suicide by missing, like all its godless predeces- 
sors, the only truth that counts: The Ultimate Purpose preset for mans life 


on earth, on which all human activities should converge or, otherwise, they 
would become self-destroying. 


Such an ultimate common human purpose cannot be sought from 
theorizing men of any tenets, no matter how eminent they are, not only 
because they will never be unanimous, nor because no man or group of 
men, however influential, can be universally recognized as the ultimate 
teaching authority, but simply because such a common purpose is only 
learnable from God through Authentic Divine Revelation. This is not only 
because purpose precedes creation and no creature is imaginably capable 
of presetting itself as a purpose before coming into being, but essentially 
because all men are accountable for such a purpose before God Alone. 


; Such purpose, totally absent or, for the least, blurred in what remains 
Authentic and Valid of the Biblical Message, is only learned from the Koran, 
the bountiful Divine Gift of universal guidance. Willfully trying to keep the 
Koran from guiding both individual and social action is, indeed, the most 
abhorrent crime against humanity, Muslims and Non-Muslims alike. 


QYO2OQYO 


(2) Authentic Divine Revelation 


Aw 


In my foregoing arguments supporting Godhood, I intentionally 
restricted myself to arguments from the physical world, the only le- 
gitimate arguments for a materialist who does not really differentiate 
between an atom of ‘lifeless’ matter and a self-reproducing or self-re- 
generating ‘living cell’. The problem with these materialists is that they 
judge the physical world from the outside while they themselves live in 
the inside, unaware that explaining matter in materialistic terms is not 
sufficient to explain the examining mind or, if they deem ‘brain’ as a 
material, to explain the examiner's own transcending ‘self’ using such a 


thinking apparatus, which is absolutely inexplainable from purely ma- 
terialistic perspectives. 


Indeed, life of living beings, even bacteria, is a most amazing phenom- 
enon. While the basic construction of a living cell could be more or less 
comparable to that of a material atom, ‘life’ transcends all material compo- 


nents of a living cell and is reduced to ‘death’ when it lacks the conditions 
necessary for its continuation. 


Still, the ‘intelligent’ form of life, especially in higher species and in 
humans, is the most amazing state ever observed and cannot be ex- 
plained in materialistic terms. Although all kinds of supposedly 'mind- 
less' life, or supposedly less ‘intelligent’ life, can be arbitrarily interpreted 
using terms as vague as ‘instinct’, the human mind cannot be compared 


to the most intelligent computer brain, as the scientists call it, at least in 
two aspects: 
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How could man imagine that he is distinguished over all living beings 
with free will and self-awareness for no reason, for no specific purpose? 
low could man consider his life on earth worthy unless there is an ulti- 
‘mate function to carry out, to stick to, to live and die for? God says: 


{"Did you (O people) think that We had created you for futil- 
ity and that you would not be brought back to Us?"} 
[Kor. Al-Mo'meniin (The Believers): 115] 


How could one believe in '‘pre-design' while denying any ‘purpose’? How 
could the universal 'pre-design’, so glaring in every minute detail, not be 
fully recognized? How could any real man of thought be so light-headed 
that he attributes life on this planet to sheer accident? Would it be wise 
of such blasphemers to think of their own willful actions as being merely 
haphazard or purposeless? How, then, could such a thing be said, or even 
thought of, for even just a second, concerning the Mighty Divine Mind? 


How degrading it is for mankind to think that such highly qualified 
mindful creatures, who have been so capable of such achievements in 
knowledge, science and technology, were created just for naught. There 
must be an ultimate purpose for man’s life on earth, inevitably preset prior 
to his coming to this planet. Logically, purpose precedes creation, and not 
vice versa. 


Yet, being predetermined by the Almighty Creator, such ultimate 
purpose of human life can only be ‘dictated’ by Him. Thus, it should be 


EOE 


Rationally speaking, the Divine Revelation is not only possible -since 
nothing is as absurd as to imagine that there are impossibilities with Divine 
Omnipotence- but in fact necessary as a prerequisite of endowing human 
free will, which necessarily involves having free choice between available 
atives, inasmuch as ‘free choice’ requires ‘awareness’ of the possible 
sequences. In turn, this awareness requires enough ‘prior knowledge’ 
of the nature and essence of every available alternative or course of action. 
Lack of this awareness will make one's personal actions either spontaneous 

- haphazard; in other words, this will reduce ‘free choice’ to 'no-choice’. 
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In fact, free choice is originally neither spontaneous nor haphazay, d. 
It is the culmination of a decision-taking process in which the pros and 
cons are weighed for each single alternative, based on enough ' Prior 
knowledge’ of its respective characteristics and, more importantly, Pos. 
sible impacts. In the absence of this far-reaching knowledge, free wil} i, 
just a useless gift and utter nonsense. 


One might argue, typically a nonbeliever who rejects Divine Revelation 
considering it as unthinkable or unnecessary, that such prior knowledge ang 
awareness do not need any Divine Lecturing on the possible consequences, 
Man learns from experience, investigation into the physical world and even 
one’s own past mistakes. Man needs not be taught, for example, to keep hig 
fingers away from fire, since he already knows from his childhood experience 
that fire ‘burns’, and so he will never dare to touch fire. As to the ultimate 
purpose of human life (for such nonbelievers), it is beyond question: Survival 
(in the broadest sense of the word). It remains true even if one might choose, 
in special cases and with complete willingness, to die for a ‘noble reason’, like 
soldiers in war or firemen in their self-sacrificing and heroic job. 


This is -within limits- not at all objectionable. One might agree that 
this is quite true for all free experiential decisions. One might even go 
further to declare that the Divine Revelation, for monotheists, is not at all 
meant to ‘lecture’ man on his physical environment or interfere in human 
practical knowledge, but rather to 'teach' him a specific body of knowl- 
edge that transcends all human sources of experience. It is intended to 
tell mankind the message of its life and how to fulfill it. 


Needless to say, the nonbeliever’s argument dispensing with all Divine 
Revelation, readily destroys itself the very moment it admits a possible ‘no- 
ble cause’ which is worthy of man’s self-sacrifice, since, then, man’s ultimate 
purpose could not be -as stated- man’s own survival even in the broadest 
sense, but rather a ‘noble cause’ or ‘ideal’, such as risking one’s own life for 
another's or for the survival of the country, or even a cause as vague as dy- 
ing in defense of one’s honor, or as amazing as burning oneself alive on 4 
public square in the most horrible demonstr: ublic pe 
tion or injustice, or as doubtful as suicide 
test against unfair treatment or again 
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Of course, I am not so cynical to disparage -nor is anyone entitled to 


question- the moral value at least of some of such highly altruistic decisions 
taken in full awareness of the consequences, What I really mean is that (1) 
any heroic venture has something to do with an inner conscience and has no 
foundation from one’s own experience; (II) it must have a special ‘reward’ 
already known to the decision-taker, accruing to him and only received 
after death; (III) for such 'posthumous' reward to be attractive enough for 
the decision-taker, it should be more valuable than one’s own life itself; and 
(IV) the unshakeable belief in the Hereafter and a ‘transcending authority’ 
that gives reward is an absolute necessity, since the accruing reward is 


payable nowhere else and no human is expected to deliver it to a dead man 
in his grave. 


One might argue that the noble cause or ideal is also the reward (self- 
Satisfaction, self-esteem and social respect). A good citizen who defends a 
_hoble or just cause with full awareness of its consequences already knows 
from experience that heroism is highly rewarded; that he does so for the 
‘common good’ of the community to which he belongs, or as a sacred duty 
towards his fellow citizens; that there is no need for such mystifications as 
the ‘Hereafter’ or a Transcendent Rewarding Authority’, since such honors 
are immediately received during one's lifetime or, at worst, posthumously 
inscribed on a monument raised in honor of one's memory; and, finally, 
that the ‘law’, as a regulator and guarantor of rights and obligations, is in 
fact, for a community voting for the law almost by general consensus, its 
‘collective conscience’, which becomes, through practice and education, 
the ‘inner conscience’ of the typical citizen. 

_ Such 'poems' -however beautiful- are not realistic or sufficient to estab- 
lish a solid foundation for the human conscience, whether individually or 
ially. Disbelief in the 'Hereafter' leaves the nonbeliever with only his own 


most of it. His only sacred obligation would be his duty towards himself, 
ind he would follow no ‘noble cause’ other than to seek his own interests 
yen if at the expense of other people. He might, of course, do good to his 
eighbor or bother to serve the ‘common good' of the community, but only 
1 a reciprocal basis and never so far as to compromise his own ‘good’. 
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He would naturally obey the ‘law’, conform to ‘rules’ and respect hig 'e 
gagements'’, but only to the extent he could not do otherwise without bell 
penalized or receiving the same. However, if he is sure of impunity OF nop 
retaliation, he would not hesitate -in the pursuit of his interests- to ember 
unscrupulously on the meanest acts, even the most abhorrent crime, Sincg 
‘crime’ in his eyes would be ‘any act against oneself’, not against others, or 
‘any unprofitable course of action’. For example, he would never Agree ty 
give even one coin for something whose value is less than this, or Maybe 
even equal to it. He would insist on getting ‘paid’ on the spot, but might 
accept ‘delays’ if he is always sure of collecting the highest interest on hig 
‘investment’. Yet, in any case, and at whatever price, he would never be so 
foolish as to consciously ‘commit’ the ultimate self-sacrifice, ie. dying fo, 
others or for a ‘noble cause’ or even in defence of one’s own personal inter. 
ests, rights or honor, since none or nothing could repair in cash, let alone in 
kind, the irremediable loss of one’s own self. 


The result, no doubt, would not be a community of possible volunteers, 
but rather a community of conflicting profiteers, feeding on each other’ 


flesh and blood. 


Under such circumstances in which the exclusive pursuit of one’s own 
benefit is fully legitimized, how could one, for example, blame a deserter 
for having thought of saving his own skin, condemn robbers or highway- 
men who live on plunder, denounce the vagaries of a despot, or criticize a 
corrupt regime for malversation? How could one find fault with a false de- 
mocracy that practices or encourages cheating, misinformation, manipula- 
tion and all kinds of political perversity in wielding public affairs for the 
benefit of the ruling class? How could one blame an absolute dictatorship 
that runs the state as a personal estate of the dictator and his gang, or de 
nounce a fascist leader who, in quest of personal illusions of false grandeut, 
inveigles the hypnotized population into sure death? How could one find 
fault with an oppressive regime for its insane obsession to remain in poweh 
sparing to this end no means, even as horrible as torture and murder? How 
could one, on the international level, censure a militaristic nation preyin8 
on peaceful neighbors or denounce superpowers in their pursuit of univet™ 
sal hegemony, even to the misery of the rest of the whole planet? 
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Evidently, and most fortunately, this is not the case. All such and similar 
evils -however frequent- are universally denounced and condemned. 
Attempts, though often frustrated, to eliminate such evils or, for the least, 
to resist them are universally deemed not only the noblest human endeavor 
but also, first and foremost, the most sacred duty of mankind. 


How could such phenomenal unanimity have universally been reached, 
as if according to some universalized code of conduct sanctioned by all 
mankind to regulate human behavior on this planet and, most especially, 
standardize human judgment on such or such a deed or course of action? 


How could ‘good’ and ‘evil’, 'right' and ‘wrong’, have been so invariably 


identified on a worldwide level, as if according to some universal criteria of 


right and wrong and of good and evil which is built-in within the human 
mind? 


Would such universally ingrained notions of right and wrong, good and 


evil, be the product of man-made laws, whether national or international, 


imbibing (as nonbelievers would contend) such criteria through practice 
and education? 


The answer is emphatic no. First, there is no such thing as a universally 
sanctioned man-made code of conduct. Second, laws only reflect the will of 
the strongest segments of society, i.e. either the despot in a dictatorship or 
the majority in a sound democracy; hence, laws are not universal. Further, 
and most importantly, laws are judged (i.e. commended or condemned) 
according to their conformity or nonconformity with such a universally 
built-in criteria of right and wrong. These criteria are consequently prior 
to, and not the product of, man- -made legislation. Now, are these criteria 
innate or acquired? 


In either case, these criteria are inevitably Divine, not man-made, 
because: (I) if innate, they are part of the ‘software’ built into the Divinely 
created human mind, and (II) if acquired, they. sca,only. learned Sal 
ea Revelation, not from human experience. No human experien | 
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An evident allusion to the innateness of these criteria may be found in 
the following Koranic Verses, where God swears by the human soul: 


{"By the soul (i.e. man) and Him Who perfected it and in- 
spired it with (the knowledge of) what is evil for it and what is 
good for it."} [Kor. As-Sams (The Sun): 7-8] 


Another allusion to the effect that these criteria are re-taught or 
recollected through Heavenly Revelation may be found in the Divine 
Promise of Guidance to mankind on this planet the moment Adam fel] 
and was dismissed from Paradise, this dismissal being for Adam's Progeny 
to have their final test on earth in their unceasing struggle with the Devil. 
God says: 


{He (i.e. God) said: "Go down from it (i.e. Paradise), both of 
you (Adam and Satan), being enemies of each other! When 
there comes to you Guidance from Me, then whoever follows 
My Guidance shall neither 80 astray nor be miserable. Yet, 
whoever turns away from My Reminder (i.e. the religious 
message of monotheism) shall have a wretched life and We 
shall raise him up blind on the Day of Resurrection. He ( then) 
will say, 'O My Lord! Why has You raised me up blind while 
I was sighted?! He (God) will say, ‘So it is! Our Verses came to 
you but you disregarded them; and likewise, today you are 
disregarded (i.e. thrown in Hellfire)!"} [Kor. Ta-Ha: 123-126] 


Anyhow, human free will to choose between right and wrong, with 
complete awareness of the long-term consequences, inevitably entails the 
absolute necessity of Divine Revelation to define what is right and what is 
wrong. Human life in this world is a test of obedience to God (as was Adam’s 
life in Paradise), not a test of human cleverness to act on one's own. 


HR 


The Hereafter, so emphasized in the Koran, is also necessarily inferable 
from the endowment of human free will, which would be absurdly 
purposeless if one is not accountable for it before Him Who bestowed it. 
Knowing for granted that man is created, then his free will is a gift from 
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his Creator. Without accountability, this gift would be mere nonsense. 
peepowerment involves responsibility; so the empowered (i.e. man) should 
be directed by the empowering (ice. God) through the Divine Revelation. 


In other words, for human free will to be effective, it would not be for 
man’s own advantage if it is not guided by a ‘manual of instructions’, so to 
say, that indicates man’s mission in life, determines what is right and what is 
wrong, warns against possible deviations or hardships, and specifies the re- 
ward for those who do good and the punishment for those who do wrong. 
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In light of such necessity and significance of the Divine Revelation 
and, above all, its absolute binding force for all people (both believers and 
_ nonbelievers), the Divine Revelation should be thoroughly sought and 

followed by everyone via its legitimate sources, i.e. the Heavenly Message 
that is proved Authentic and Divine. An inauthentic message would 
_ obviously not avail those who follow it, but a ‘pseudo-divine' one would be 
the worst of all. Under the illusion of being led aright by the True God, the 
followers of such a message would believe themselves to enjoy the whole 
truth from God and, consequently, would stubbornly refuse any doctrines 


different from theirs. Then, how coulda message, claimed Divine, be proved 
authentic? 


HEE 


As stated earlier, the first essential Attribute of God is Omnificence, 
which has two parts: Omnipotence and Omniscience. He Who creates 
everything knows everything and is incapable of nothing. Related to this 
unique Attribute is Oneness; Everything other than Him is inferior to 


This Oneness, on the one hand, is a logical necessity inferred from the 
first law of logic: Identity excludes multiplicity (e.g. 'A' is 'A' and nothing 
else). That is, an entity is only recognizable or identifiable by its own 
attributes which differentiate it from other entities. Therefore, the notion 
of ‘multiple gods' is impossible: Different gods mean different attributes — 
i.e. one is Omnificent, another is Omnipotent and a third is Omniscient. A 
al god’ should combine the three attributes altogether, which implies 

there can only be one god. i nodtehvah 
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In another respect, the Oneness of God is the very foundation of Gog. 
hood. God is not only self-evident for the human mind, but also necessary 
for the creation of the universe. The universe is a complex of Countles. 
entities, objects and creatures made to coexist within a predetermineg 
system. Such plurality of objects in the world of the senses is POSsible 
only through a Transcendent Principle that creates these objects. There. 
fore, the imagined plurality of 'gods' would inevitably need a ‘superior’ 
God independent of these 'gods', and so on. 


It rationally appears, independently of any previous Divine Revela- 
tion, that God the Omnificent, the Omnipotent and the Omniscient 
is One. As a result, any Heavenly-claimed message would be nonsen- 
sically false if it teaches doctrines or creeds that contradict with or 
dishonor either one of these four primary Divine Attributes. Conse- 
quently, it goes without saying that the only Heavenly religion is pure 
monotheism, since it alone conforms in every respect to these Divine 
Attributes. 


Of course, some philosophies or schools of thought may rationally 
recognize God the One, the Omnificent, the Omnipotent, the Omniscient, 
but such philosophies are first and foremost not Heavenly. Not only do 
they not conform in thought to these essential Divine Attributes, but 
they also do not preach Divine Ordinances and Directives delivered by 
a Messenger who has an overwhelming Divine Miracle in support of his 
claim of Prophethood. 


This was the Divine Message of Moses, Jesus and Mohammad, the rep- 
tesentatives of the only remaining monotheistic religions: Judaism, Chris- 
tianity and Islam, each claiming for itself the final truth from God. The 
result is that Judaism, the first in order of revelation, denies both Chris- 
tianity and Islam and accuses both Jesus and Mohammad of imposture. 
Christianity, the second in line, recognizes Moses but denies Mohammad 
and Islam. As the culmination of all Divin 


Revelation, Islam recognizes 
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It should be noted here, in reply to Judaism and Christianity in their 
present forms, that neither Moses nor Jesus excluded the coming of a future 
Prophet who would conclude their mission. On the contrary, both foretold 


the advent ‘of Mohammad, by function, if not by name. Addressing the 
Children of Israel, the Pentateuch says: 


{I will raise them up a Prophet from among thy brethren, like 
unto thee, and will put my words in his mouth; and he shall speak 
unto them all that I shall command him."} (Deut. XVIII: 15} 


This Prophet promised by Moses from amongst the ‘brethren’ of the 
twelve tribes of Israel who were spoken to could evidently not be an Is- 
raelite, or else Moses would have said "from among thyself", not "from 
among thy brethren". He meant an Arab who would be a descendant 
of Ishmael, uncle of Israel. Christian theology wrongly tried to take 
Moses’s prophecy to mean Jesus, which is obviously inadmissible since 
Prophet Jesus was undoubtedly an Israelite. The Prophet promised by 
Moses could be none else than Mohammad, the gentile Prophet sent to 
all mankind, including the Children of Israel. Jesus even went further 

to declare, unmistakably, that he was not the culmination of all God’s 
Messengers: 


{"T have yet many things to say to you, but you cannot bear them 
now. When the Spirit of Truth comes, he will guide you into all 
the truth; for he will not speak on his own authority, but whatever 
he hears he will speak, and he will declare to you the things that 
are to come."} [John. XVI; 12-13] 


Further, speaking of the same Spirit of Truth, Jesus also said: 


{"But when the Comforter” comes, whom I shall send to you 
from the Father”, the Spirit of Truth who proceeds from the 


Father, that one will bear witness to me."} (John. XV: 26] 
bes 
(1) Or the ‘Counselor, both mistranslations of the original Greek ‘Paraklétos, as we shall 
: aa bbe 4h ot bee wii ; 
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Christian theology, however, in its rejection of the idea that ANOthe 
Prophet was yet to come in order to tell the whole truth remainin a 
told after Jesus's Ascension to Heaven, mistook the Comforter te . 
Spirit of Truth for the Holy Ghost or the Archangel Gabriel, the Me. 
person in the post-Nicene Holy Trinity. This is quite wrong for the foy, 
lowing reasons: 

(1) Gabriel ‘proceeded from the Father’ even before Jesus’s birth and 
did not need to absolutely proceed therefrom once again after Jesus, 
Ascension, as told by Jesus in the foregoing passage. 


(2) In opposition to the post-Nicene creed that co-deified both Jesus and 
Gabriel along with the Almighty, the Holy Ghost and ‘the Father’ could 
not be placed on an equal footing, as whatever he hears from the Father 


he will tell. This could apply only to a human Prophet who would re. 
ceive the Divine Revelation, just like Mohammad. 


(3) The coming Spirit of Truth would tell the whole truth untold by Jesus 


and bear witness to him, which was done by Mohammad and the Koran, 
while the Holy Ghost did absolutely nothing of the sort. 


(4) Jesus called the Spirit of Truth by name, the Paraclete (Greek Paraklé- 
tos), which was translated as ‘Comforter’ or ‘Counselor’ in the English 
versions of the Greek-written Gospels. At the same time, as contended 
by Muslim scholars, it could alternatively mean 'the most praised’, which 


is the meaning of the Arabic name Mohammad, an issue which we shall 
deal with later. 


What is of interest here, however, is that the Judeo-Christian books 
(the Bible, both its Old and New Testaments) did not exclude, if not 
unmistakably foretell, the coming of a Prophet who would conclude the 


Divine Revelation. This was Mohammad, the seal of all God’s Prophets and 
Messengers, God's Blessings and Peace be on them all, 


By way of contrast, in support of the Biblical explicit or implicit foretell- 


ing of the ‘Speaker of All Truth’ (ie. Mohammad), it should be noted that 


one of the Koranic miraculous and unchallenged assertions was precisely 
this certification of Mohammad. God describes him as: bow) 
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{"... The Gentile Prophet whom they find written in the Tawrah 
(i.e. Torah) and the Enjil (i.e. Gospel)..."} 


[Kor. Al-A‘raf (The Battlements): 157] 
He also says: 


{ “Mohammad is not the father of any of your men, but (he is) 
God's Messenger and the Seal of the Prophets..."} 


[Kor. Al-Ahzab (The Allied Parties); 40] 


He was the one foretold by both Moses and Jesus. Stated some fourteen 
centuries ago, this statement remains unchallenged. 


As to any subsequent unsubstantiated claims to Prophethood, such as 
Babism, Bahaism or Qadianism, theyare not worthy of evena moment of our 
attention in our discussion of Authentic Divine Revelation. Such ‘religions’ 
are man-made and not Divine for one simple reason that, irrespective of 
their content, they all lack the Signet of God - the unquestioned Divine 
Miracle which certifies the truthfulness of the claim of Divinity. 


This leaves us, in our quest for the Authentic Sources of Divine Revela- 
tion, with the only three remaining religions which are essentially mono- 
theistic: Judaism, Christianity and Islam. 


REO 


Most fortunately for impartial research, the Divine Revelation sent 
down to Moses, Jesus and Mohammad is recorded in writing in the Holy 
Books: the Pentateuch (the Torah) of Moses, the Gospel (the Evangel) of 
_ Jesus and the Koran of Mohammad. 


Accordingly, to decide on the Authenticity of these three main Sourc- 
_ es of Divine Revelation, it suffices, for even a nonbeliever, to examine 
the three Holy Books, independent of any super-structural theologies or 
mystified exegeses. A Messenger is only responsible for what he himself 
told or did on behalf of God, and a Divine Message should be followed 
only according to the Prophet’s own words, not muddled by interposed 
scribes, theological elaborations or 'conciliar' majority-vote decisions 
uch as deifying Jesus-Christ (alleged son of God) in contradiction to the 
of Jesus himself. 
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Three requirements are then necessary to — a these ¢ re 
Holy Books as having Divine Credibility: (I) Signet of God; (I) Diving 
Accreditation; and (III) a Heavenly Message. 

For the first, the Koran bears the Signet of God in the form of its 
Miracle of Omniscience, and it is unique as it represents both the Mes. 
sage and the Miracle. On the contrary, 4 the Torah and the Gog : 
bear the Signet of God in the form of a = of _ aulpotenied, ont 
in the way explained earlier. Their super-physical demonstrations ap. 
plied only to those who lived at the times of and watched the Miracles, 
a ‘neutral’ reader of the Torah or the Gospel might be ‘excused’ if he dig 
not believe the ‘narrator’. Yet, the Koran came to confirm such Miracleg 
included in the Torah and the Gospel and certify Moses and Jesus ag 
Messengers of God; thus, both the Torah and the Gospel bear the Sig. 
net of God (after the period of their revelation) only by virtue of such 
Koranic validation. God says: 


{"And We have sent down to you (O Mohammad) the Book 
(i.e. the Koran) with the Truth, confirming the Scripture (i.e, 
the Torah and Gospel) that came before it, and a guardian 
over it...”} [Kor. Al-Miedah (The Table): 48] 


This means not only that the Koran is the sole confirmation of the 
Divinity of the Torah and the Gospel (which lost their Signet of God 


Pretations. To illustrate, a Biblical statement can only be considered 
Divine if confirmed by the Koran, and is not considered Divine if it is 
not confirmed by the Koran. Examples of Biblical errors corrected by 
the Koran include the molding of the ‘golden calf' by Prophet Aaron 
[Exodus, XXXII: 21-24], the death of Jesus on the cross, and, most fla- 


scientifically undisputable, then both the Torah and the Gospel are 


also deemed as bearing such a Signet (even if to a limited degree due 
to their respective contents), 
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There perhaps remains for Jews and Christians to retort -even if to the 
detriment of Judeo-Christian scriptural validity- that they do not ‘believe’ 
that the Koran represents Divine Omniscience. Unlike the case with the 
Torah and the Gospel, the matter here is not 'to believe or not to believe’, but 
rather to ‘investigate scientifically’. The Divine Miracle, which is the Koran, 
js a permanent challenge to the scientific mind, as unbeatably illustrated 
by, for example, the 'onomastic miracle’ herein presented. 


GHG 


since it is absurd to necessitate a ‘Divine’ Book in God’s Own Handwrit- 
ing that is identifiable as such, it suffices the Divine Accreditation’ require- 
ment that the respective Book, which is claimed Divine, is proved wholly 
attributed to the person (i.e. Prophet) already known to be the bearer of the 


Signet of God. 

Again, unlike the Torah and the Gospel, only the Glorious Koran is uni- 
yersally attributed, by protagonists and antagonists alike, to a ‘historical per- 
son named Mohammad who was born in Mecca about 570 A.D. and died 
in Medina in 632 A.D., who delivered the Islamic Message and was the first 
head of the Islamic State in Arabia, who personally recited the Koran over 
twenty-three years in Mecca and Medina as revealed unto him from God. 
However, the antagonists consider the Koran an unequalled masterpiece of 
Arabic literature, authored artfully by the 'genius' Mohammad - and thus, 
for them, the Koran is not Divine and Mohammad is a mere impostor. 


Such unsubstantiated accusation of imposture, so shameful of those 
who advance it and too silly to deserve attention, has no bearing whatso- 
ever on the fact that the Koran is universally attributed to the same claimed 
Prophet, which fulfills the requirement of Divine Accreditation’ as defined. 
This, however, is not true with the Torah and the Gospel, both of which are 
neither written nor recited by their respective Prophets, but rather by ‘in- 
authentic’ scribes and narrators. 

For the Torah, the scribe is not named in any of the five Scriptures attrib- 
uted to Moses, They are known to be anonymously and separately written 
down, which explains why they give incoherent, rephrased and sometimes 
“ontradictory accounts of the same events and sayings. 
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The matter is even worse with the Gospel. It presents almost Complete 

different ‘narrations’ told in four distinct ‘gospels’. While the unhistop; 

narrator in each of those four Gospels is determined (Matthew, Mark, 1, 

and John), each one is recorded to have begun writing his own ‘Bospey 
several decades after Jesus’s Ascension, which means that none of the four 
gospels has even had the sanction of Jesus. Except perhaps for Matthew, who 
was one of Jesus's twelve disciples, these scribes had never seen or hearg 
directly from the 'Master”, Moreover, and most catastrophically, aj] the 
four Gospels are originally written in Greek), not in Hebrew-Aramaic, the 
disciples’ and Jesus's own vernacular, which (I) mostly weakens, especially 


(1) Apart from the scribe of the first Gospel ascribed to a tax-collector named ‘Levy’ (alias, 
Matthew), counted among Jesus's twelve disciples, Mark, the second Gospel’s Scribe, 
was a sub-disciple of Peter, Luke, a Greek physician, who was a reputed author of 
the third Gospel, was himself a disciple of the ‘non-disciple’ Paul; and John, reputed 
to be the author of the fourth Gospel written according to the Church’s own Official 
commentators around the end of the first century with the avowed intention to argue 
for Jesus's alleged godhead against the Christians who deemed Jesus human, was by 
any means not himself the disciple John; so-called ‘beloved of Jesus’ as maintained 
by cathedral authorities to the benefit of accrediting the Nicene creed of deification of 
Jesus, but rather an unknown homonymous or pseudonymous scribe, since he ends 
his ‘gospel’ as follows: 


{“This is the disciple who is bearing witness to these things, and 
who has written these things; and we know that his testimony is 


true.”} 
[John. XXI: 24] 
This unmistakably means that the unknown scribe declares himself as not being the 
disciple ‘John’ 


Eli, lama Savaqtani (though badly transcribed in the Greek original) meaning: 

("My God, my God, why has You forsaken me?”} [Matt. XXVI: 46], gives immediately 
the Greek translation thereof. If he really wrote in Hebrew, as alleged, Matthew would 
have known that his Hebrew readers did not need such a Greek translation. In any 
case, however, * supposedly ‘lost’ Hebrew original is binding on no one at all. L008 
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in respect of Matthew’s Gospel, the allegation that ascribes accreditation 
of any of the four Gospels to 'Hebrews' from among Jesus’s disciples or 
even sub-disciples; (II) is decisive in proving that Jesus’s sayings recorded 
in any of the four Gospels are not Jesus’s own words, but merely the Greek 
translations therefrom, with no more possible chance to ascertain Jesus’s 
original Hebrew-Aramaic or to make sure where and how often the 
translating scribe conformed or did not conform to the missing original 
Jesus's Hebrew-Aramaic wording, if still existent. 


Thus, after due investigation, both the Torah and the Gospel in their pres- 
ent form lack Divine Accreditation as defined earlier, in the sense that both 
are the writings of interposed scribes and narrators, not the real Prophets. 

Therefore, for both the Torah and the Gospel, the respective Prophets 
are not responsible in any way for the antilogies or untruths inserted in 
either Scriptures, not to mention the erroneous interpretations obviously 
based on certain misquotations or mistranslations to popularize awkward 

blasphemies and falsehoods, such as abandoning Jesus’s outright and 
unambiguous statement addressing the Lord: 


{"And this is eternal life, that they know You, the Only True God."} 
[John. XVII: 3] 


Instead, the malicious distorters of the Bible stuck to such a multi- 
vocal figure of speech as the following statement is blasphemously used to 
identify Jesus with God: 


{"He who has seen me has seen the Father."} [John. XIV: 9] 


Another example is the Torah's contrived and outrageous blasphemy 
that God created Adam in God’s Own Image: 

{"So God created man in His own image, in the image of God 

created He him."} [Gen. I: 27] 
It appears also that, without Koranic confirmations of what is still 
undistorted of the Divine Message in both the New and Old Testaments, 
_ neither the Torah nor the Gospel would have had any substantiated title to 
Divine Accreditation. 


mare a) & 
24 ae rigi Gaaiog del MEE coches vRnoeesM ebow } 


72 6 The Onomastic Miracle in the Koran 
The last requirement necessary to declare a Holy Book as Authentic 
: ; , 
its content, i.e. the Divine Message thereby delivered. 
As stated in the Koran, the core of the Divine Message, throughout the 
history of monotheistic religions, has always been one and the same: 


{"Nothing is said to you (O Mohammad) except what was said 


to the Messengers before you..."} 
[Kor. Fosselat (The Expounded): 43 ] 

This unity of Divine Message is quite natural, in view of the unity of 
the Sender, glorified be His Names, as well as the unity of humankin d 
to whom it is delivered. With the same logic, all the recorded Prophets 
were equally bearers of the same Divine Guidance from the Almighty, the 
Creator and Absolute Sovereign of the heavens and the earth and all that 
is in between them, and the only One True God Who is Alone worthy of 
true worship and unconditioned total obedience. 


In its broad lines, the core of this one Divine Message had to be: (I) to 
introduce the Sender of the Message (i.e. God) by His Divine Attributes 
and Blessings; (II) to identify man’s mission on earth, that man was pur- 
posely equipped with free will just for a ‘lifetime’ test which will lead to 
another immortal life, either in Paradise or Hellfire; (III) to instruct man 
in what is good and what is evil as determined by God, so that man’s de- 
cisions and actions are rightly guided; (IV) to warn man against the pos- 
sible temptations which can affect or mislead his good judgment through 
forgetfulness, oversight or whimsical drives; (V) to sanction the com- 
mandments and directives which are to be observed by man; and (VI) to 
ordain certain manifestations of worship, all intended -beside glorifying 
the Lord- to keep God present in man’s mind and conscience as a perma- 
nent reminder of his mission in life. 


Separated in time and place, each generation of mankind, however, 
had to have its own ‘copy’ of this one and the same Divine Message; 
unvaried in its core over the history of Prophethood except for minor 
variations due to factors of history and geography or due to progressive 
stages of development of human civilization, This means that the multi- : 
Plicity of God’s Messengers, who bore the same Divine Message, had no 
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bearing whatsoever on the unity of the Divine Message. It was the direct 
consequence of the difference 


above all, of Divine Justice in 
Guidance and Satisfaction. 


8 among nations in time and place and, 
giving everyone an equal access to God’s 


As a result, all the past nations 
of the Divine Message throu 
people. God says: 


from Adam onwards had its own ‘copy’ 
gh an exclusive Prophet from among its own 


{"... And there never was a nation but a 


warner had passed 
among them."} 


[Kor. Fater (The Originator): 24] 
He also says: 


{"And indeed We sent Messengers before you (O Mohammad), 
among them those of whom We have told you and among them 
those of whom We have not told you..."} 


[Kor. Gafer (The Forgiver): 78] 


From the facts that (I) each nation must have had its own ‘copy’ of this 


one Divine Message and (II) each Prophet was sent exclusively to his own 
people, it is immediately inferred that: 


(1) This single Divine Message has no reason at all to be ‘repeated! for the 

same nation as long as it is wholly conserved by posterior generations of 
the Prophet's followers to whom the message was first delivered, unless 
serious deviations were inserted therein (as was the case with Christianity 
and Judaism) to the benefit of the Clergy against the primary object of 
the Heavenly Revelation: To guide and not to misguide; 


(2) Except for Mohammad, as we shall see, no Prophet was entitled to 
preach the Divine Message outside his own people, even if it happened 
that his own people lived among another nation of heathens (e.g. the 
Israelites in Pharaonic Egypt) or surrounded by heathen tribes (e.g. 


) ‘Benefit’ is indeed the first etymology of the word ‘clergy, derived from Greek ‘Kleros; 
_ meaning ‘lot’ or ‘share, Hebrew ‘heleq; in reference to their ‘tithing’ other Israelites 
_ [cf., Numbers, XVIII: 21] just to spare the clergy the effort of earning their living: a 
suspiciously ‘Divine’ text, and a quite self-betraying ‘epithet. 
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Jesus and the Samaritans). In fact, the Torah was revealed on Moun 
Sinai after, not before, the Exodus. The dialogues of Moses and Aaron 
with Pharaoh (at least as narrated in the Torah) were limited to askin 
the self-deifying despot to release the Children of Israel from Captiy} 
so that they might worship their God in the desert [Exodus, y: 1). In 
the same manner, the Gospel was intended only for the Children of 


Israel, according to Jesus himself: 
{"T was only sent to the lost sheep of the House of Israel. 4 
[Matt. XV: 24] 


(3) Whenever the Divine Message -for any of the reasons stated earlier_ ad- 
dresses the same nation more than once through another Prophet from 
it, then the former ‘copy’ of the Divine Message is displaced by the new 
one, which is rather a rectifier’ of any distortions or misinterpretationg 
of the former. Accordingly, it becomes incumbent upon all the former 
Prophet's followers to follow the new one and abandon any Part of their 

het. Disbelief in the second Proph- 

at “we have had our own Prophet” 
1S not only useless for those who deny the new Prophet, but is also equal 


Himself by Whom the new Prophet 


t sent you (O Moha 
Messenger) to all mankind.,,."} “ammad) except (as a 


[Kor. Saba’ (Sheba); 28] 
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God also says; 
"Bl 
Us essed is He Who has sent down the Criterion (i.e. the 
oran) unto His slave (i.e. Mohammad) that he may be a 
warner to all the worlds,"} 
[Kor. Al-Forgiin (The Criterion): 1] 
In compliance with this Diy 


: ine Proclamation, Mohammad wrote to the 
world leaders of his days, 


including even the Christian Byzantine Emperor 


and the Zoroastrian Persian Monarch, inviting them all to the final word 
of God: Islam, 


It follows immediately from the above discussion that the Koran is the 
only remaining Authentic Part of Divine Revelation, bearing the unfading 
Signet of God. Unlike the Torah and the Gospel in their present forms, 
the Divine Accreditation of the Koran is thorough: The Koranic wording 
belongs solely to God, without any human intervention even from the 
Prophet himself. 


While the ‘Divine Content’ of the Koran is totally Divine and fulfills 
all the requirements of a final Message to all mankind, the ‘scribal’ 
Torah is more or less a record of the life of the Jews at the time of Moses 
and Aaron. The Divine Teachings mentioned in the four Scriptures of 
Moses (Exodus through Deuteronomy) were blurred by contradictory 
repetitions and ecclesiastical rites with no clear reference to the ultimate 
purpose of man’s life on earth nor even an evidence of the Hereafter. 
Biblically, it is claimed that everything is to be settled in this worldly life: 
The observance of God’s Commandments is to be rewarded by victory in 
war while disobedience ends up in doom. 


In spite of the high morals included in Jesus's parables and sermons, 
which are recorded in the four Gospels but totally absent in the scribal 

_ Torah, and apart from the new and extremely evident stress on the Here- 
after (‘Kingdom of Heaven’ in the evangelic words) almost unknown in 
t scribal Torah, the Gospel in its present form is no more than a strict 
hy of the Master, almost wholly concerned with recording Jesus's 


ee oe 
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miraculous deeds which testify to his Divine mandate. Nothing is ‘rect 
fied’ of the scribes’ flagrant errors or distortions of Divine Teachings in 
the Mosaic Message") or the Old Testament as a whole. But, as expected of 


a good thorough-going Jew, the whole of the Old Testament is reaffirmed 
even to the letter: 


{“Think not that Iam come to destroy the law”, or the Prophets®: 


I am not come to destroy, but to fulfill. For verily I say unto you, 
till heaven and earth pass, one jot or one title shall in no wise 
pass from the law, till all be fulfilled. Whosoever therefore shall 
break one of these least commandments, and shall teach men 
so, he shall be called the least in the Kingdom of Heaven: but 


whosoever shall do and teach them, the same shall be called great 
in the Kingdom of Heaven.”} 


[Matt. V: 17-19] 

This avowedly means that Jesus, according to these Gospels, came only 
as a reminder for the Jews, adding nothing to and omitting nothing from 
the scribal Torah, with a pronounced stress on the moral side of the Divine 
Message. He spoke to the innermost conscience of the human being: To 
worship God out of love rather than fear, and to do good to one’s neighbor 
without expecting any compensation or worldly reward. It is, indeed, the 
sole merit of the Gospels as narrated, over the Torah of the anonymous 
scribes. Yet, Jesus had much more to say, but the time had not come yet. 


The teller of all truth [cf. John. XVI: 12 and 13] would come later after Jesus 
to conclude the Divine Revelation. 


Nevertheless, most unfortunately for the outcome of the Message of 
Jesus to the House of Israel, Jesus’s simulated crucifixion just before his 
live Ascension into Heaven (Divinely schemed to rescue the Prophet 


(1) Even as odd, to cite only one example, as; 


{“Unto a stranger you may lend upon usury; ssi pir bedi 
not lend upon usury”’} | (Deut. XXII: 20] 
(2) Greek ‘nomos, a current reference to the Torah. oves! X') 13s 
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Jesus from the Jewish conspiracy against his life because he refuted their 
clergy) entrapped some of the biographers of Jesus, including the scribes 
of the four Greek Gospels, into the unblessed attempt to justify this 
‘tragic death’ of Jesus, They came out with a claim that it was the core 
of Jesus's Message and that he ‘knew’ it: He would die on the cross to 
redeem mankind, as a Divine Offer from God Who gave His only ‘Sor’ 
for the salvation of man, the eternal sinner and source of evil. 


Such mystic unwarranted theory -being thought of as the ultimate goal 
of the Messianic Message: salvation of mankind through Jesus’s martyrdom 
(it was not the first story of Jewish Prophets being martyred, of whom 
the penultimate was John the Baptist, as narrated in the Gospels)- would 
later give rise in the Nicene Council (325 A.D.) to the most unprecedented 
theology in the history of monotheistic religion; raising Jesus as a god with 
God. It was consummated fifty years later in the most striking theology 
of three godheads in one: God the Father, God the Son and God the Holy 
Ghost (i.e. the Archangel Gabriel). The seeds of this theory were solicited 
and ‘managed’ to be found in the four adopted Gospels, drawing on 
misquotations as well as Greek mistranslations from Hebrew-Aramaic. 


This alone deprives the Gospel, in its present original Greek form as 
adopted and understood in Christian theology, of any founded claim to ei- 
ther Divine Accreditation or Divine Content. How could one imagine that 
God may reveal something against His Divinity or Oneness? How could 
_ one imagine a Divine Message to be centered on such a belief? How could 
one imagine that the ultimate purpose of man’s earthly test is limited to the 
unquestioning belief in free salvation through the Messiah? 


Now, neither the Torah nor the Gospel, in their present forms, repre- 
sents a wholly Uthentic and Unquestioned Manifestation of a True Divine 
Revelation. They are both abrogated by the Final Word of God, that is the 

ran, being thenceforth the only Reliable and Permanent Source of Au- 
ic Divine Legislation that is to be earnestly and carefully observed by 
d, Yet, to grasp the full dimensions of the Koranic message, par- 
ly for a non-Muslim reader, a few lines are necessary, = 
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For a Muslim, man’s worldly life is nothing other than a journey to the 
Hereafter. God says: 
{“And this life of the world is but a pastime and a play! And 
verily, the abode of the Hereafter is indeed (the world of true) 
life, if ever they could know.”} [Kor. Al-‘Ankabiit (‘The Spider): 64] 


This is by no means an underestimation of the extreme value of our 
worldly life. It is only a pastime and a play for those who do not know, or 
those who are too occupied therewith to consider, the ultimate Significance 
of their lives. It should be a struggle to win, by one’s own beliefs and deeds, 
the best possible return in the Afterlife. On the Day of Judgment, the Gates 
of Paradise will only be open for those who did good in this world. Man is 
honored with the chance to fulfill himself in this worldly life in order to be 
a winner in the Hereafter. 


Indeed, anyone’ life from the age of discretion to death is a real and 
continuous test of freewill and commitment, aiming to determine one’s 
self-earned eternal destination after death. God says: 


{“O man! Indeed, you are laboring (in this world and then 
returning) to your Lord and (that labor) you will be meeting 
(the recompense for) it.”} [Kor. Al-Engeqiq (The Cleaving): 6] 


To overlook this basic fact, even for a second, would be nothing but an 
act of self-betrayal and self-destruction, by preferring a short worldly life to 
another eternal and most enjoyable life in the Hereafter. God says: 


“Whosoever seeks (exclusively) the immediate (pleasures of 
this worldly life) We will immediately grant him therein what 
We will for those whom We want, and then We will assign 
him to Hellfire for him to be burnt in it while condemned 
and rejected (from God’s Mercy). And whosoever seeks the 
Hereafter and strives Sor it (by doing 00d and avoiding evil) 
as it should be striven for while being a (true) believer (in 
God) then for those, their endeavor will be appreciated (i.e. 
rewarded),”} [Kor. Al-Esra’ (The Night Journey): 18-19] 
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However, the Divine Ordainments delivered to mankind will be 
no longer applicable in the Hereafter, when man’s test will have been 
terminated by his death, In fact, at that time one will meet his final 
unchangeable destiny: either eternal bliss or unending torment. The 
Heavenly Message focuses only on man’s behavior in this world and is 
intended to help him pass this test successfully. Indeed, the Heavenly 


Message is in itself the test: He who abides thereby will be saved, and he 
who departs therefrom will be lost. 


Beside its unique depiction of the Hereafter in every minute detail so 
that it appears so close, so present and so real, the Koran is also unprec- 
edented in featuring the physical world with utter scientific precision, leav- 
ing no room for any irrationality or mystique about the universe and its 
natural phenomena. By the guidance of the Koran, man could finally be 
put on the right track to begin his real exploration of the world on a scien- 
tific and systematic basis, getting rid of the inherited remnants of ancient 
legendry and superstitions (e.g. awkward theologies, occult natural forces, 
deified stars and planets, etc.). Indeed, real experimental science, at least 
on Muslim territories, and the Islamic influence on world human civiliza- 
tion were born with and inspired by the Koran. 


In contrast with other ‘modernized’ scriptures, the Koran is singu- 
larized in treating man as a highly intelligent creature that is worthy to 
be favored with the utmost honor of being spoken to rationally by the 
Almighty Creator. The very elaborate argumentation within the Koranic 
text testifies to the dignity of the human mind, which is totally absent in 
what remains of the prior Divine Revelation. Not a single Divine Com- 
mandment or even a single manifestation of worship ordained in the 
Koran is told without any comment or explanation of its rationale, being 
essentially prescribed for man’s own benefit. 

Man’s mission in life is positive and dignifying. Man is the soldier directed 

God to fight in favor of good against evil, dignity against oppression, free- 
m against servitude, and justice against injustice. Man is the master and 
xplorer of the universe which is marvelously described in the Koran and 
ich is so generously adapted to man’s needs and activities in life, Man is the 
dian of life of himself, his community as well as his ‘fellow creatures’ 
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Koran. 

, eam whatever form of government is adopted by the M 

ims “ their different societies according to their respective ootida 

conditions, it should first guarantee supreme authority to the ne 

enly Book and then provide the people with full guardianship vi 
T 


the elected government. A head of state is to be driven out of offic 
‘ : e 
by the electorate if he commits any intentional breach of the Divine 


Teachings. A population that does not practice control over its po 
litical system and enforce the Divine Constitution will be bashgh 8 
account before God on the Day of Judgment, not to mention the det- 
rimental effects of this negligence on people's lives. This is evident in 
the adverse situation of Muslim countries today, mainly due to their 
poor adherence to the Koranic Commandments and the separation 


between religion and the state. 
It goes without saying that this is justas 
‘few-line’ discussion of the topic of the all-c 
It remains to stress the highly emotional grip which the Glorious Koran 
has on Muslims’ hearts so that just the recital of a part of its Verses can 
move them to tears. In spite of its unequalled richness of knowledge and 
the Divine Message is not less magnificent in terms 0 
o the very depths 


spirituality. With its marvelous couching, 
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Being favored with the final Heavenly Message to mankind, Muslims 
are also entrusted to bring the light of Divine Guidance to everywhere on 
the Globe. Indeed, throughout approximately eight centuries, the earlier 
Muslims did the job exquisitely as far as their flags could cover and their 
merchant caravans could reach. Unfortunately, the subsequent generations 
were less ardent, and today’s Muslims have become scandalously defeatist 
and incapable. 
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The propagation of such a self-evident Divine Message as the Koran 
is not, and has never been (even in the old days of Islamic conquests as 
thoughtlessly believed by the opponents of the Koran), a military cam- 
paign. It depended mainly on persuasive good role models, intrinsic 
reasonability and a highly deserved precedence to be the final Heavenly 
Message compared to other's awkward beliefs and practices. Above all, it 
used the overwhelming cogent power of its Koranic discourse and mir- 
acles, This, of course, required the earlier disseminators of Islam to keep 
a constant methodological focus on the unending Koranic Miracles of 
Divine Omniscience. 


Failing to perform their religious duty as bearers of the absolute truth 
and the Final Word of God, the contemporary Muslims as a whole are 
now losing such constant focus on the Divine Book. This is obviously 
detrimental to the Muslims themselves in the first place (because they have 
no other source of Divine Guidance) and then to humanity at large. 


HOG 


The revival of a universal and academic interest in the Koran as the 
inexhaustible source of Divine Wonders —including the onomastic miracle- 
now imposes itself to work for the benefit of all mankind. I hope the 
present work will be perceived by Muslims and non-Muslims as a modest 
contribution in this respect. 
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 Hapter I 


The Onomastic Miracle 


(1) 


There is a linguistic phenomenon that is common in all languages, 
namely, foreign words. Every language has words and phrases that are 
imported from other languages and uttered exactly, or nearly, as they 
are uttered by their native speakers. For example, in English, the words 
chassis, chef-doeuvre, force majeure and coup-détat are of French descent. 
Sometimes, a borrowed word may be modified to suit the specific nature of 
the targeted language. For example, the English word ‘alcohol is historically 
derived from the Arabic word ‘al-kohl'. The branch that studies the origin 
of words is called ‘etymology’, determining its basic elements and its earliest 
use, and changes in form and meaning, shown in most major dictionaries. 


To be specific, our discussion will be limited to English only as an example. 


When using an 'Anglicized' word, English speakers never occupy 
themselves with looking up its foreign origin. For them, such a word loses 
its 'foreignness' over time, and thus becomes an English word in form and 
meaning. Accordingly, it is no longer an exotic word, but it is used by native 
speakers in everyday language as pure English. 


aad 


In spite of this universal linguistic phenomenon, a few earlier scholars 
refused to admit that the Koran, as a Divine Revelation, could contain even 
one word of a foreign (non-Arabic) origin. They believed that the Koran 
was revealed in Arabic among Arabs via an Arab Prophet, Mohammad 
), for a Heavenly Message to be perfectly perceived and followed by 
le to whom it is primarily delivered. 
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i ious in the Kor i 
This is an indisputable fact that is obviously shown an, as in 


{"And We sent not a Messenger except with the language of his | 


Message) clear for 
that he might make (the 

igh ial [Kor. Ebrahim (Abraham): 4] 
them... 

{"Verily, We have sent it down as an Arabic Qur'an in ordey 
that you may understand."} [Kor. Yiisof (Joseph); 2] 


{ "And indeed We know that they (polytheists and pagans) Say: 
‘It is only a human being who teaches him (Mohammad),” 


The tongue of the man they refer to is foreign, while this (the 
Qur'an) is a clear Arabic tongue."} (Kor. An-Nahl (The Bees): 103] 

In addition, such earlier scholars went further to argue that the 
‘seemingly’ foreign words in the Koran were originally Arabic, even if they 
occurred in other languages with the same or approximate meanings as in 
the Koran. In fact, they saw that a Koranic word is either purely Arabic or 
entered into Arabic before the time of Revelation, and later on it became in 
use among ordinary Arabs. 


Koran uses non-Arabic words only to express highly complicated Meanings 
inherent in the Heavenly Message. 


There is another motive or reason behind the Previous view, that is, to 
defend the Koranic Authenticity against the disbelievers, who accuse Moh 
ammad of imposture. Indeed, such an unfounded accusation was adopted 
by some feigned scholars of Judeo-Christian Scriptures, who charged 
the Prophet Mohammad (PBUH) with stealing from the Old and New 
Testaments; for example, they assumed that he was much influenced by the 
Biblical topics, stories and Prophets, and much impressed by the Hebrew or 
Greek words that are used in an ‘Arabicized' form. To support their claims, 

they alleged that Mohammad (PBUH) was backed by some ‘disloyal’ or 


him. Such a charge was too flagrant because nothing in the whole Biblical 
heritage could be compared with the Glorious Koran, neither in language 
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nor in content. One might wonder how such a Divine Masterpiece could 
be compared to the scribal records or be taught by a Biblical priest. Yet, we 
don't need to go deeper into this point now, excluding the defense of the 
Koranic Arabic and its relation to the Koranic Authenticity to refute the 
accusation of plagiary from a purely linguistic perspective: 
{"... The tongue of the man they refer to is foreign, while this (the 
Qur'an) is a clear Arabic tongue."} [Kor. An-Nahl (The Bees): 103] 

Thus, the Koranic Arabic thoroughness was absolutely not in need of 
such defense, as the foreign words become part and parcel of the language 
in which they are used once they are naturalized. So, hostile opinions do 
not affect the Koranic grandeur or belittle the Arabic language due to a 
purposeful occurrence of some certain foreign words in the Koran that are 
naturalized into Arabic before the time of Revelation, irrespective of their 
historical development and origin. 


118 


On the other side of the controversy, some Koranic exegetes, followed 
by some Arabists, exaggeratedly argued for the occurrence of foreign 
words in the Koran. Whenever the direct Arabic etymology of a disputed 
word 'seemed' to them obscure or difficult to demonstrate, they usually 
spared no effort to find a supposed foreign origin for the Koranic word in 
question. In many instances, they even did not name the foreign language 
from which the disputed word was borrowed or, even worse, when they 
named it. The hypothetical foreign model, on which the Koranic word 
was supposedly Arabicized, finally proved to be nonexistent in the named 


foreign language. 

Below, there are some examples of this counter-extremism, as follows: 

(1) The Koranic 'Qaswara’ (which means 'lion’) is alleged to be of 
Ethiopic origin, but it is actually derived from both Ethiopic and 
Arabic; it is derived from the common Semitic root ‘qasara' (which 

means 'to force’). 

(2) The Koranic ‘Qestas' (which means ‘the perfect balance’) was 

possibly unknown in Arabic before the Koran, but it was formed 


a 


aL \ ip “2 
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~ 


quite legitimately from the Arabic root 'QST' (literally ‘bei 
which is common in Arabic as well as in other Semitic ia alr), 
In Hebrew, 'Qasat' (from the Hebrew root 'QST', an equiva} Reg, 
the Arabic root ‘'QST') means precisely 'a pair of scales’ uo of 
exegetes, who interpreted some Koranic words ii: 
mistakenly alleged that the Koranic 'Qestiis' was 

means ‘balance’ in Greek or Latin. In fact, this is not true because 
word that stands for 'balance' or ‘a Pair of scales’ in Greek is 'zy te 
or ‘zygaria’, and in Latin, ‘libra’ or ‘trutina’. The two alternatives 
both languages are hardly comparable with the Koranic ‘Oestag 
However, the modern anti-Koranic European Orientalists asserted 
later that 'Qestis' was derived from the Latin word ‘justas’ (ie, 
justice), or, perhaps, from ‘aequitas' (i.e., equity), based on the 
notion of justice or fairness in 'the perfect balance’. But the words 
justice’ and ‘fairness’ are not missing in the Arabic dictionary as 
well as the Koranic vocabulary; both of them include a Variety of 
perfect synonyms of these words. Also, the undisputedly original 
Arabic root 'QST' is that from which the Koranic '‘Qestis' is derived, 
since the plural form of 'Qestis' given in the Koran is ‘Al-Mawazin 
Al-Qest', which is most close to the root (OM 


as foreign ori 
a loanworg d 


The Koranic 'Serat' (which literally means ‘plain, unswerving road’) 
was unknown in Arabic before the Koran, but, later on, it was 
legitimately formed from the Arabic triliteral root 'SRT" (literally, 
‘easy moving in or through something’). Here, again, the exegetes, 
who argued for the existence of some Koranic loanwords, said thatit 
was coined from 'riimi’, i.e. the Greek or Latin ‘strata’ (which means 
‘street'). Originally, it is 'via strata’, which means ‘paved road’. The 
identification was untrue for the following reasons: 


a) As the ancient Arabs were not in need of importing a ware to 
represent the concept of ' the paved or man-made roads '. 


b) The easy movement in or through, represented by the Koranic | 


word ‘Serat', originates from being plain and straightforward, 
not from being paved or trodden, since the word ‘Serat' almost 
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invariably collocates with the adjective ‘straight’ in the whole 
Koran. 


c) If 'Serat' and 'Qestas' were Koranic neologisms, as I already 
incline to concede, the formation of new words from existent 
roots is a legitimate and unceasing process in any particular 
language, excluding automatically any further process of 
looking for a foreign linguistic source. 


Indeed, the failure of the aforementioned exegetes and the modern anti- 
Koranic Orientalists, who are eager to identify as many loanwords in the 
Koran as possible, was obviously due to the lack of reasonable multilingual 
knowledge that is indispensable hereto, and, most seriously, due to the 
total lack of a highly-sophisticated comparative linguistics, which is still a 
newborn branch. 


EG 


As regards the Semitic languages, they are all descending from one 
mother tongue, i.e., Arabic. For a word to be original in a particular Semitic 
language, it should be legitimately recognizable in a simpler, almost always 
triliteral, basic root“ that is still existent and used in the same particular 
Semitic language with the same or most direct denotation present in the 
disputed word. The absence of such a triliteral or basic root immediately 
suggests that the disputed word is not original in the particular Semitic 
language, but rather borrowed, either from a Semitic sister-language or 
elsewhere. 


For example, the Hebrew word 'Maggil’, originally ‘Mangal’ (literally 
means '‘sickle’) cannot be claimed original in Hebrew, simply because 
Hebrew does not have the triliteral root 'NGL' from which the word 'Mangal' 
(later changed into 'Maggill’) is formed, but both the root and the word are 


(1) To stress the radical form, such triliteral or basic roots will herein be thoroughly 
aa cameeinlangins eine Pe (ie., paid 


change in verbal conjugations, will be shown either as 'w’ or 'y’ all the time; the 
ration of the final vowel ‘a’ in the root is possible only in Hebrew-Aramaic. 
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borrowed from the Arabs. The Arabic 'Menjal' (literally means ‘Sickle’ jg 
directly formed from the most common Arabic triliteral root 'NJL' (ie, 'to 
cut’), and not from 'NGL", 


On the other hand, ifthe same Semitic root equally exists in two Semitic 
languages, e.g., Hebrew and Arabic, then it will be difficult to affirm which 
of the two languages first coined or devised the assumed loanword so ag 
to conclude for sure that the other language had borrowed the disputed 
word from its sister-language. Thus, the reasons behind such difficulty oy 
impossibility are due to the lack of exhaustive ‘linguistic’ records, from 
which an unquestionably exhaustive glossary for a language could be 
made. Additionally, the disputed word might be equally coined in both 
languages, independently and in isolation, irrespective of its chronological 
order. Consequently, the question of ‘priority’ or ‘first occurrence’ will be 
left aside for it is considered controversial and, linguistically speaking, it is 
impossible to decide thereupon. 


As for the purposes of our research, such ‘supposedly’ borrowed words, 
legitimately formed in both sister-languages from equally existent basic 
roots that are common to both, such as the Arabic word Jannah’ (i.e., 
‘garden’) that is derived from the Arabic root ‘JNN' (i.e., ‘to hide')® and the 
Hebrew equivalent 'Ganna' or 'Gan' that is derived from the Hebrew root 
‘GNN', cannot be categorized as loanwords in either of the sister-languages, 
or properly unknown to either Hebrew or Arabic. That is because the word 


in question, on account of common etymology, is readily intelligible to 
both Arabs and Hebrews. 


(1) The letter 'g' is identical in both Hebrew and Arabic handwriting, but, unlike Hebrew 
and other languages, it is pronounced ‘j' in classical Arabic; so, in case of comparison, 
an Arabic root with 'j' should be expected to have its equivalent in Hebrew and other 
languages and vice versa. 

(2) The unquestioned linguistic record of Arabic is the Koran itself; other sources, the 
notably conserved works of pre-Islamic poets are not so unanimously authentic. 

(3) From the idea of ‘hedging’, inherent in the notion of ‘garden’; make a comparison 

between the English word ‘orchard’, the Latin one ‘hortis' (literally means ‘enclosure’), 

the ecclesiastical Greek one 'paradeisos', the Persian one a and the Avestan 

‘pairi+daeza’ one (literally means ‘surrounding wall’). Neh 
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As a result, the question of Koranic loanwords, allegedly based on so- 
called Biblical models, was neither raised by the Koranic exegetes, nor by 
the extremist, who restricted their efforts to instances taken from non- 
Semitic languages, such as the Koranic 'Serat' and 'Qestis', which are 
alleged to be derived from the Latin or Greek 'riimi’, or the Koranic 'Sejjil’, 
which is alleged to be of Persian origin. They did not think attentively of 
the Hebrew-Arabic or Aramaic-Arabic word resemblances of common 
etymology in both Arabic and Hebrew-Aramaic. That is because such 
instances were readily intelligible to them, To explain, purely Arabic words 
or legitimate derivatives formed from genuinely Arabic roots were already 


in use by the Arabs themselves, and were in no need of tracing back to 
foreign linguistic sources, 


This alone condemns the attempts of the modern anti-Koranic 
Orientalists, who argue that the Koran lacks original thoughts, not 
through critical analysis, which would inevitably prove counterproductive, 
but through the nonsensical demonstration of its lack of original Arabic 
vocabulary. They ignore, or are not yet aware, that Arabic is the mother 
of the whole Semitic languages, and they intentionally overlook the fact 
that the Koranic vocabulary is the only unquestioned basis of the Arabic 
dictionary. In their unfortunate endeavor, they went so far and lamentably 
asserted that the Koran borrowed genuine Arabic words from Biblical 
Hebrew-Aramaic, such as the Koranic words 'Zakih' (Arabic root 'ZKW', 
meaning ‘to be pure and prosperous’), 'Rabb-ul-‘ilamin' (Arabic root 
‘"RBB+‘LM'’, meaning ‘Lord of the Worlds’), and 'Sollam' (Arabic 'SLM', 
meaning ‘ladder'), which is not explainable by the Hebrew-Aramaic 
equivalent 'SLM'. In spite of the huge, but futile, two-century efforts, 
such Orientalists testified, at least in the field of pure linguistics, to their 
total non-scholarship. 


But, after all, what is the real value of such unfortunate Orientalistic 
argument, revolving around the fact that the Koran uses words already 
used in the Bible, and the allegation of plagiary? 


For ‘ist’ of such arbitrarily alleged Koranic modelling on Biblical HebreweAramaic, 


see -for example Joseph Horovitz, Jewish Proper Names and Derivatives in the 
Georg Olms Hildesheim, 1964, Part Il: Foreign Adopted Words, 


aes iat oe 
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Nothing at all, because: 


(1) It implies that notions represented in the Koran by the so-calleg 
Biblical loanwords were foreign to the Arabs of the epoch, ang 
this is not true because there is no striking evidence. Second, such 
allegation means that the Koran was unintelligible to the firs 
receivers of the Koranic Message, and this is totally untrue. Third, 
and most important, how could then the author of the Koran, 
who was allegedly the Prophet, have been able to choose from the 
Bible the right Biblical word, which was not yet translated into 
Arabic, for the particular notion, which was allegedly foreign to 
him as an Arab? And, most amazing, how he was able to use it in 
all its possible, and, perfectly, correct second formations, including 
those which were unknown in Biblical Hebrew? Here, the idea of 
an assistant ‘priest’ is preposterous: If the Prophet, himself as an 
Arab, is believed to be unable to bring about such ‘revolution’ in 
Arabic vocabulary, a non-Arab priest is even less credible. Indeed, 
had such imaginary ‘magnificent’ priest been real, he would have 
legitimately claimed Prophethood for his own self". 


(2) It also implies that the Koran, to be original and avoid the charge 
of plagiary, should have used, in expressing the same notions, other 
words than those already used in Biblical Hebrew so as to differ- 
entiate itself from the Bible of the Jews. Indeed, such a statement is 
not considered worth defense by a well-known linguist, as a sister- 
language, such as Arabic, which is relative to Hebrew, cannot help 
using the same roots that are common to both languages regarding 
expressing the same notions, as long as the root in common does 
not lose certain connotations that still exist in the equivalent of the 


Semitic root, or acquire new connotations that are absent therein. 
(3) Itwrongly implies, again, that the Koran borrows the word-modelas 


itisin the Bible, without ascertaining its real denotation in the scribal 
usage”), In fact, in the Koranic usage, not all the alleged Koranic 


~~ 


(An idea thats so clear ll the Jews ofthe epoch in Arabian particular, 
(2) Which excludes the allegation of an assistant Biblical priest. 
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nceptions thereof. 
t does not denote 
ot before the Koran 
ebrew particle ‘be-' 
‘Eden’, to avoid mistaking it for a place 
name, sticking, however, to the notion ‘delight’, the only possible 


meaning in Hebrew (‘DN), owing to the fact that Hebrew lacks the 
letter 'g' in Arabic 'GDN’, so as to differentiate between the Semitic 
roots (DN) and 'GDN'. 


(4) Relative to sister-languages such as Hebrew and Arabic, as stated 
earlier, using word resemblances to substantiate the charge of 
plagiary is a priori, a futile argument. It is an unjustified charge 
since none of the alleged Biblical loanwords in the Koran really 
stands for a purely technical term, let alone the ‘author’ of the 


such 2 small, the 'g' mutates (‘) (cf. Hebrew S‘R, to be small); but Arabic 
wah eatin st i whence the confusion-between, e.g., ‘(DN & 


' HODES TLD Le 


0, G48 Suigebse maw 5 
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(5) 


magnificent Koran, which abounds in pare aan technica} 
terms that are far beyond the reach of the Biblica om ti Indeeg 
linguistically speaking, any attempt torupgrede the ible, or an 
other ‘holy’ scripture, over the Koran, is a bad joke, if not in fact 
a self-defeating argument. After all, suppose 5% ie Koran Was 
revealed in Hebrew, would it be logical to criticize it for using the 
same Hebrew wording for the same Biblical notions? 


J 


The assumption that the Koran is a repeated version in Arabic 
of the Holy Scriptures in their present available form (so as to 
substantiate the charge of plagiary) is totally false. Both Jews and 
Christians are urged to ‘quit’ the Bible in its scribal form and 
convert immediately to Islam, which is regarded as the last Divine 
Message that displaced all former Divine Revelations, and the final 
rectifier of the monotheistic message as distorted by scribes and 
exegetes. That is why the Koran is devoid of erroneous or distorted 
scribal insertion. The Biblical scribes and narrators mistakenly and 
unceasingly sermonized the Biblical message, either by distortion 
or concealment. As for the points of disagreement between the 
Koran and the Bible are, indeed, so glaring, but what is told in the 
Koran in addition to the whole Biblical heritage is enormous. The 
Sayer of all the Truth, foretold by Jesus in John’s Gospel [John. XVI: 
12-13], left nothing to be said to mankind. As for the points of 
agreement, the unity of the Divine Message all along the history of 
mankind not only explains, but also presupposes, all the degrees of 


conformity between the Torah and the Koran, since the Revealer of 
both is One and the same. 
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charge of plagiary against Mohammad (PBUH) in person, since, for them, 
all so-called 'Divine' Revelations are common human heritage that is open 
to all claimants; in other words, it is unprotected and has no ‘copyrights’. 


1880 


Here, the most important point to discuss in our research is to determine, 
from a Muslim standpoint, my own position, that is, whether the Koran -the 
ultimate authority of the Arabic language- does occasionally, or does not at 
all, make use of loanwords that are seem foreign to the Arabic language? 


My answer is: Yes, there are certainly occasional occurrences in the Koran 
of some originally foreign words of the second type, i.e., words that became 
Arabic before the time of Revelation, and, thus, became readily intelligible 
to the Arabs of the epoch as if they were originally Arabic; indeed, this is an 
unceasing linguistic process that is common to all languages. 


Yet, the occurrence in the Koran of such naturalized words should 
not be loosely alleged for a specific Koranic word without due linguistic 
investigation for the following considerations, as follows: 


in Arabic, as a Semitic language, the only admissible linguistic criterion 
by which we measure the pure Arabity, or foreignness, is the following: 


1) Whenever the disputed word is legitimately formed from the 
simplest ground base, i.e., an Arabic triliteral or basic root in current 
use, then such a word, even if unuttered by the Arabs before the 
Koran, is categorically Arabic 'in origin’, such as the Koranic word 
‘Serat' from the root ‘SRT’, or the Koranic word 'Estabraq' from the 
root 'BRQ’; 

2) When the Arabic language lacks such basic root, or, when the 
supposed basic root, being a quadriliteral, seems a back-formation 
from the disputed word, such as the word 'SRDQ ' that is taken from 
the Koranic word ‘Soradeq’, then the disputed word seems probably 

| foreign. Thus, the final decision regarding its foreignness remains 

controversial, until its foreign homonymous equivalent is identified 
n in current use and is commonly used with the same meaning in a 
named foreign language. yalsinitieg sald i 
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e to the scope of the present work, 
demonstrating one miracle of the Divine Omniscience 
here is no miraculous knowledge at all in explaining 
anwords that were already in current use by 


pure 

such 
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words, or the occurrence 


In any case, the iss 
of originally non-Ar 


controversial, it is of little importance 


especially regarding 
in the Koran, since t 
the meaning of such alleged lo 
the Arabs themselves before the Koran. 


Our work is solely interesting, especially in regard to the non-Arab 


proper names cited in the Koran, for the following reasons: 
1) Such non-Arab proper names are universally and unanimously 
known as non-Arab, namely foreign to the Arabic language. 


2) mes exact meaning is only known by a versed scholar of the foreign 
anguage from which the particular proper name is derived 


The mor i : 

miraculous a : Finite of the Divine Omniscience in the Koran is 
indisputable, the mor - 

follows: e the proper name in question is, as 


(1) Derived from a totall i 
y extinct lan 
a Pe guage, such as the Old Egypti: 
pill h: all mankind and still so until recent time. — - 
¢ one thousand years before the Koran. ; een: 


(2) Explained differ 
ently in the Koran 

meaning . as re * 
its long. bit all bearers of the rteten. : as = original 
or schol hed explanation that is still €, and contrary to 
lars of the particular language held by the grammarians 
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Such precisely is the onomastic miracle presented and demonstrated 
herein. 
QJOQ,OQO 
c 
be a witty tutement to say: "Pope Clnecn! Vil wee jncent wwards 


‘e 


(2) 


Of all classes of words in any language, only proper names have the 
peculiarity of losing their original semantic denotation that is still given in 
dictionaries to their homonymous common names, adjectives, etc., after 
which, in all appearances, the particular proper name was first coined. 


Take, for example, the proper name ‘England’, from Old English 
'Englaland’, lit., land of the Angles, i.e., hooks: When speaking of 'England’, 
the idea of a hook or hooks (i.e., angles) is totally absent from the speaker's 
mind, even if the speaker happens to be a remarkable authority on the 
English language, because he uses the term ‘England’ to denote 'a specific 
country’, singularized from other countries by the proper name ‘England’. 


Again, when speaking, for example, of Pope Clement VII, who showed 
no forbearance towards Henry VIII, whom he excommunicated, it would 
not bea witty statement to say: "Pope Clement VII was not 'clement' towards 
Henry VIII!", because everybody knows that Pope ‘Clement VII’, as indeed 
all bearers of such name, was only ‘clement’ by name, not necessarily by 
nature. 


_ The same applies perfectly to the robust giant of ‘Robin Hood's band’, 


who is called Little John, or a dark-skinned person, who is curiously named 


Mr. White, and so on. 


G3 ist 


pt Seen ra en cle eines mee 
clement, little, white, etc., or in common names, such as Carter, Horn, 
odeng semantic a such as Mr. 
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appellatives. Consequently, proper names are essentially Meaninglegg ; in 
reference to the person, thing, or place, named, which is considereg to 
be a mere symbol uttered just to denote identity, devoid of any Teference 
to character, quality, state, condition, or relation. This takes place When 
the particular proper name: (I) is formed from an obsolete root that is no 
longer in use in the particular language; or (II) is borrowed from a foreign 
language. 


Such meaningless characteristic of proper names results inevitably in 
the following singularities: 


1) 


2) 


3) 


Proper names are neither translatable nor even convertible into 
their perfect equivalents in other languages; the English name 
‘John’, for example, is never translated or converted into any of 
its equivalents, such as the French ‘Jean’, the German ‘Hahn’, the 
Dutch ‘Johan’, the Arabic 'Yahya' or, ultimately, the Hebrew 'Yoh 
anan’, literally grace from God, but remains invariably ‘John’ in all 
languages, lest translation or conversion be misleading as to the 
identity of the person spoken of or spoken to. 


Imported foreign names are loosely used in naturalized form, 
without any bother to get the faintest idea about their original 
meaning in the foreign language from which the proper name was 
ultimately borrowed. 'George' and ‘Rachel’, for example, are current 
proper names in English, but nobody cares to know that ‘George’ 
is derived from the Greek ‘Georgios’ that is originally formed from 
geo+ ergos, which literally means 'earth-worker’, 'tiller', and nobody 
is interested to learn that ‘Rachel’ is formed from the Hebrew ‘Rah 
él’, which literally means ‘ewe’, i.e., a female sheep. 


Naturalization of foreign names even adds to complete confusion as 
to the original meaning of the name, especially when the nat alia 
form suggests by itself a different meaning. Asa result, the borro borrowed 
name becomes misunderstood in the borrowing language as it 
is unintelligible in the original language, which first coined the 

particular name. An example of this is found in connection 
the Old Egyptian name 'Mése' (the Prophet Moses), w! 
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I 99 
means ‘child’, which is derived from the Old Egyptian root 'MSY', 


Meaning ' tyes t\ Fe ; 
8 to beget’, or procreate'). The biblically naturalized Hebrew 


ne a ' al . . . . . 
ame Mose’ which is identical in form to the present participle 
masculine of the Hebrew root 'MSY' ing' 


gible in terms of the Old Egyptian 
vocabulary, leading to obscuring legitimate identification of Moses’s 
real name in the language of Moses’s adoptive father, Pharaoh. 


Invariably conceived as essentially meaningless, foreign names 
that are originally in combined form, such as ‘Gabriel’ (from the 
Hebrew name 'Gabr-i-El', which literary means ‘the mighty man 
of God’), are grammatically treated in the borrowing language as 
if they are originally simple names, and not compound. When 
feminized, the usual feminine ending is to be added, not to the first 
syllable, but to the second one of the combined name, such as the 
feminine ‘Gabrielle’ for masculine 'Gabriel’), resulting in absurdities 
and nonsense, as the feminine ‘Gabrielle’ turns to mean, not ‘the 
mighty woman of God’, but ‘the mighty man of the Goddess’, 
which is a weird name for a female person, let alone feminizing 
the invariable word 'God'. Another example of such an absurdity 
is found in connection with the compound foreign names that 
are originally coined from an ‘exclamation’, such as the masculine 
name ‘Emmanuel that is taken from the Hebrew name (‘emmanu- 
El), which literary means 'God be with us!) is invariably neuter in 
gender, but the feminized 'Emmanuela’ means "The Goddess be 
with us!', and so on. 


Not a few of ‘indigenous’ proper names, although original in the 
particular language, are seldom intelligible to ‘indigenes’, let alone 
bearers of the particular name, because of archaism, disuse, clipping, 
altering and obscured combination. Here are some examples from 
the English language: (1) ‘Clint’, diminutive of ‘Clinton’, where Clint 
isan Old English word, meaning ‘cliff’ (precipice), and the syllable (t) 
on’ in Old English means ‘town’; thus, ‘Clinton’ literary means ‘town 
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at the cliff’, Similarly, the other English proper name ‘Clifton’ (Clig 
ton), which means that both ‘Clinton’ (dim. 'Clint') and ‘Clifton 
(dim. 'Cliff'), are perfect equivalents, but such synonymy ig hard] 
perceptible to any Anglophone, who is unassisted by a high-standa, 
English etymologist; and, (II) both feminine names 'Molly' and ‘Poll y 
are used as variables of Mary’, from Aramaic ‘Mariam’, which Consists 
of ‘Mari + ama’, literary meaning ‘handmaid of the Lord”, Anothe; 
example -from Hebrew- is the Hebrew name 'Yeqiit-i-E]', literary 
meaning 'God-fearing', where the first syllable "Yeqiit' should be 
from the Hebrew root 'YQA’, akin to the Arabic root 'WQY', literary 
meaning 'to ward off’, and in the Koranic usage it means 'to be Pious’, 
‘venerating’, or ‘fearing God’, but the root 'YQA' is unused in Hebrey, 
Thus, no Hebrew bearer of the Hebrew name 'Yeqiit-i-El' could know 
for sure the real meaning of his own name, unless assisted by a high- 
standard scholar in both Hebrew and Arabic. 


But, nobody cares to know the utterance of sounds referring to the 
‘identity’ of the person or place named, since proper names of persons or 
places are 'symbols' 


It appears clearly from the foregoing lines and examples that ‘Onomas- 
tics’, i.e., the academic study of the origin, form, meaning and use of proper 
names, is not at all an ordinary task for ordinary people, but rather it is 
a highly specialized branch of linguistics, requiring a collective work by 
high-standard erudite, multilingual, etymologists, versed in both extinct 
and living languages. 

Yet, Koran Onomastics requires a superhuman all-comprising mind. 
The marvelous work done in this field by the Koran, as fully demonstrated 
in the present research, testifies all by itself to the Omniscient Mind, the 
only possible author of such unequalled and unprecedented masterpiece of 
Divine Omniscience. jareaes 


pltiztioat oct tie 


(1) Although -as we shall see later- wrongly believed by all New ‘Testament scholars to be 
cognate of 'Miriam', Moses’s sister (Hebrew ‘Meryam’, lit. 'rebellion’). iserery, . 


: 
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Any disparagement of the Koran, the ev 
the Koran disparaging Opponents 
addition, any 


erlasting miracle, would only strip 
from any founded claim to scholarship. In 
attempt to deny the Koran Divine Credibility, contrary to the 
prime purpose of such short-sighted incurable opponents, would indeed be 
a credit of the Koran alleged human author. Similarly, the very accusation of 
imposture, in respect of Mohammad’s justified claim to Prophethood from 
God, is in itself a certification by themselves of Mohammad’s superhuman 
omniscience, which Omniscience is only God's Proper. 


Indeed, the basic dilemma for all the anti-Koran debaters is to recognize 
Mohammad’s claim to Prophethood from God as justified, or accredit him 


(God forbid!) to the highly deserved title of Godhood, exclusively befitting 
the Koran Divine Author. 


If Mohammad (PBUH) was just an extremely erudite person, a great 
poet, an impostor, preaching his own miracle or, in brief, a liar, as alleged 
by his opponents, nothing at all would have discouraged an impostor -with 
the Divine Book in his hand- from taking the next logical step, ice., to 
proclaim himself divine. 


But the greatest men, having rejected all earthly ambitions for wealth, 
rank, renown or prestige, had a supreme mission to see fulfilled, that is, to 
relieve all mankind once for all from any further distortion by mystics, poets 
or clergymen, of the One Divine Message for all times, and to eliminate for 
good any muddles or mystifications about the All-Transcending One: 


{"Say (0 Mohammaa!): 'I am only a man like you. It has been 
inspired to me that your God is One God. So whoever hopes 
for the Meeting with his Lord, let him work righteousness and 
associate none as a partner in the worship of his Lord’."} 

[Kor. Al-Kahf (The Cave): 110] 


Thus, after Prophet Mohammad (PBUH), no choice is left for any 
human reading in the Koran with a self-respecting mind except either 
be a rigorously Koranic pure monotheist or, else, remain a wretched 
muddleheaded fool. Ne Pecogp aed a featod -¢ i take 

t} ; & PAT Stier, G08): LAPT paced ac 
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(3) 

In spite of its highly cogent power as irrefutable instance of Divine 
Omniscience in the Koran, which is extremely useful to defenders of Koran 
Divine Credibility, the onomastic miracle herein presented remained 
nonetheless unspoken of, all along a period of almost fourteen centuries, 
i.e. since the revelation of the Koran, accomplished in 632 A.D., until the 
publication of the present work. 

Such silence by Koran scholars was obviously due to the fact that "The 
onomastic miracle in the Koran’ -as indeed all other Koran miracles reserved 
for future Muslim generations- has remained hitherto undiscovered. 

Reasons responsible for delaying the discovery were three in number: 

(1) Extreme subtlety of Koran Onomastics. 

(2) Absence of any reference thereto by the Prophet. 

(3) Poor acquaintance of all Koran scholars without exception with 
languages other than the Arabic, especially with the Hebrew- 
Aramaic from which the majority of foreign names in the Koran 
was derived, let alone extinct languages, such as the Old Egyptian 
which was unknown to all mankind one millennium before the 
Koran and is still unknown to the majority of them so until now. 

The Prophet's silence in respect of the onomastic miracle was due to 
the fact that Koran Onomastics was a miracle reserved for future Muslim 
generations, since it could not be recognized a tested-and-proved instance 
of Divine Omniscience in the Koran, i.e. a miracle, unless contemporaries 
of the Prophet, believers and disbelievers alike, could -which was not 
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the case- ascertain for themselves the scholarly truth telling in Koran 
Onomastics. 


However, the two other reasons responsible for delaying the discove 
of the onomastic miracle, namely, subtlety of Koran Onomastics, and 
consequences of Koran scholars poor acquaintance with such foreign 
languages, need a somehow detailed attention. 


HO 


Koran Onomastics is indeed too subtle to be readily discovered from 
immediate reading in the Koran. For myself, to be sincere, I deem my own 
discovery of the onomastic miracle only due to a hit of sheer hazard or, to 
be precise, to an inspired flash of pure intuition. 


Such hit of hazard or flash of intuition occurred to me in connection with 
the name ‘Zachariah’, Hebrew ‘Zekarya’, literally, ‘he remembered God’, 
from the Hebrew ZKR, cognate of the Arabic DKR, namely, to remember, 


How many often indeed did I stop at the charming euphony in the 
Koranic Verse [Kor. Maryam (Mary): 2] assimilating the Arabic verbal 
noun ‘dekr', which literally means remembrance or remembering, to the 


name ‘Zachariah’, Koranic 'Zakariyya' and Hebrew ‘Zekarya', meaning he 
remembered God? 


Only God knows. Yet, over so many years of reading in the Koran, I 
used only to admire the euphonic charm, unaware that the Koran was in 
fact using such euphony intentionally to explain by the Arabic verbal noun . 
‘dekr’, literally, remembrance, the central meaning in the Hebrew name 
‘Zekarya’, i.e. ‘he who remembers God’. 


Was it because of my poor acquaintance with Hebrew at that time, that 
made me stick to sheer euphonic homophony and miss synonymy? 


It is Quite possible; but not necessarily. when I got, later, to know Hebrew 
better, I still needed that flash of intuition to grasp the subtle hint, let alone 
the lucky conclusion that the Koran does, in more or less similar ways, 
‘intentionally explain’ All Koranic non-Arab names. ini anoits1919g 


This is because Koran onomastic style relative to the name ‘Zachariah’, 
indeed in connection with all other Koranic non-Arab names, is not 


ile 
ee 
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direct. The Koran, relating Zachariah’s story") 
intention to explain the name 'Zachariah’ 
run, for example, as follows: 


, is not explicit as to its avowed 
The Koranic account does not 
"There was a man named Zachariah, which 
name means ‘he who remembers God’, and that man (O Mohammad!) was 
remembered by thy Lord’s Mercy, as he called on his Lord whisperingly 


in the temple, etc." [cf. Kor, Maryam (Mary): 2-3], but the subtle Koranic 
account runs as follows: 


{"( _ is) a mention of the mercy of your Lord to His slave 
Zakariyya (Zachariah). When he called out his Lord (God) a 


call in secret.”} [Kor. Maryam (Mary): 2-3] 


The corresponding original Arabic text in the Koran marvelously reads: 


{"dekru rahmati rabbika ‘abdahu Zakariyya, ed niida rabbahu 
neddan kafiyya".} 


Here, in spite of homophonic assimilation of the Arabic ‘dekr' to the 
Hebrew 'Zekarya’, and synonymous approximation of ‘he called on his 
Lord’ and the Hebrew 'Zekarya’, 'he who remembers the Lord’, there seems 
no intentional explanation of the name ‘Zachariah’, but rather a smoothly 
running strict account of solid facts: 


The man was really called ‘Zachariah’. 


He did call on his Lord and the Lord’s Mercy did remember him (hearing 
his prayer for an impossible son in his advanced years from his old barren 
wife Elizabeth and announcing the birth of John). 


With such couching, the reader’s attention is wholly drawn to the facts 
narrated in the Koranic text, with no chance to grasp the subtle Koranic 
hint to the meaning of the name in question. 


In addition, and most important, proper names, as stated earlier, are 
quasi-meaningless, i.e. read or uttered merely as symbols to the identity of 


(1) John’s father and husband of Mary's aunt, Elizabeth, who, according to the Gospels, 
was praying in the temple when an Angel appeared to him and said to him, "Do not be 
| afraid, Zachariah, for your prayer is heard, and your wife Elizabeth will bear you a son, 
and you shall call him John" [Luke, I: 13]. Zachariah named in the Koran is counted 
“among Prophets, while he is only priest in the Christian Tradition, 
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the person or place named, without the faintest occurrence to the Mind 
to their original semantic denotation while read or uttered, which Weaken 

acd , " 
to a minimum, possible notice of the indirect onomastic reference, 


Were the Koran revealed in the language from which most non- Arab 
names in the Koran are derived, i.e. in Hebrew, perhaps such indirec 
onomastic hint would have been less dimly noticeable, for such sentence as 
‘the mercy of the Lord remembered His bondman Zachariah’ would then 
have read in Hebrew: 'Rahaméy Yehwa zakaru ‘abdéhu Zekarya’, where 
‘zakaru' (3 person plural form, meaning remembered) and the name 
‘Zekarya’ (he who remembers the Lord), would have been, relative to 
Hebrew readers, in conspicuously homogenous confrontation. 


But the Koran was revealed in Arabic; so, all non-Arab names cited, and 
explained, in the Koran, are in fact ‘Foreign words' to the Arabic reader, 
used as meaningless appellatives, needing not to be dwelt on. 


This brings us to the hot topic concerning Koran scholars and exegetes 
level of acquaintance with foreign languages, especially with the Hebrew- 
Aramaic, from which most non-Arab names in the Koran are derived. 


SEG GE 


Koran scholars and exegetes, without exception, were indeed poorly 
acquainted with languages other than the Arabic, especially with the 
Hebrew-Aramaic. 


A few illustrative examples, in this regard, are self-evident: 


1) The name 'Gabriel' (Koranic ‘Jebril' and Hebrew 'Gabr-i-El') which 

literally means, ‘the mighty one of God', was curiously explained 

(‘abdullah), literally 'servant of God’, which is quite far from the 

Hebrew 'Gabr-i-E!’ It is funny to know that the Hebrew is possessed 

of the name (‘abd-i-E]), perfect equivalent of the Arabic (abdullah); 
here, exegetes’ hazardous explanation is built on simple guessing. 


2) The name ‘Abraham’, explained by the scribe of the Genesis himself 
as meaning ‘father of a great multitude", is curiously analyzed by 


nih halal nate liam , 
(1) Rectified in Koran Onomastics to ‘leader-of-mankind' as we shall demonstrate later. 
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some Koran exegetes as follows: 'Ab+' meaning ‘father’ (which is 
good) and '+raham' as cognate of the Arabic 'rahim’, i.e. 'merciful’, 
apparently on the assumption that the ‘h' in the Arabic could be 
mutated to ‘h' in the Hebrew-Aramaic (which is quite bad). Here, 
egal the exegetic explanation of the Hebrew-Aramaic name 
Abba is based on hazardous guessing, the more it denounces 
their poor acquaintance with Biblical writings, either directly or 
through contemporary Biblical ‘priests’, already alleged by anti- 
Koran Orientalists. 


3) Owing to Semitic sisterhood, many Biblical names were mistaken by 
some exegetes for genuinely Arabic names, such as 'Noah' (Hebrew 
‘Néah' and Koranic 'Niih’). But, unequipped with Comparative 
Linguistics, especially in respect of consonantal mutations within 
sister-languages, such as the original Arabic ‘k' mutating to 
Hebrew-Aramaic ‘h’, some Koran exegetes were wrongly induced 
to understand the name ‘Noah’ as being from the original Arabic 
NWH (to wail over), not from the original Arabic NWK (to rest, 
remain), mutating in the Hebrew-Aramaic to NWH, and thus, 
they wrongly came to the conclusion that the name 'Noah' meant 
‘the wailing one’, not ‘the remaining one’ as explained by Koran 
contextual onomastic hint: 


{"And indeed We sent Niih (Noah) to his people, and he 
remained among them a thousand years less fifty years...”} 
[Kor. Al-‘Ankabiit (The Spider): 14] 


So, such exegetes could but miss the Koranic subtle onomastic hint. 
ed to them a curious name for a 


However, 'the wailing one’ seem 
Prophet, so, they readily accepted the funny explanation offered 
by their unscholarly Biblical priests that "Noah’ was so named in 
the Torah after having ‘wailed’ so many decades over the destiny 


of his people drowned in the Deluge, with a quantity of tears 


hazardous explanation testifies to the 
t Biblical sources, to the fact 
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Biblical ‘scholars’ to help them rectify exegetic Onomastic, 
concerning Biblical names"? and to the truth telling of the Koran tn 
respect of contemporary Biblical priests when it says: 


{"And there are among them (Jews) are gentiles who know 
not the Book, but they trust upon false desires and they but 
guess"}. (Kor. Al-Baqarah (The Cow): 78] 


4) Owing to their total unfamiliarity with the Hebrew-Aramaic, as well 
as to their lack of Comparative Linguistics enabling to understang 
consonantal mutations within sister-languages such as the Arabic'q’ 
mutating to the Hebrew's' and the Arabic 'k’ occasionally mutating 
to the Hebrew ‘q', Koran exegetes and scholars could not decipher 
the meaning of a name, which was common in the post-Koranic 
period among both Arabs and Jews, such as the name ‘Isaac’ 
(Koranic 'Eshaq') arabicized from the Hebrew 'Yeshaq’, meaning 
‘he laughs’, in the sense of 'the laughing one’, which is derived from 
the Hebrew SHQ, the equivalent of Arabic DHK, meaning to laugh. 
Indeed, within the context of the Koran relating the announcement 
of Isaac’s birth by a delegation of Angels whom Abraham received 
and hastened to prepare a meal for the occasion in their honor 
with his wife Sarah waiting on them, the Koran subtly explains the 
meaning of the name ‘Isaac’ as follows: 


{"And his wife, waiting on (them), laughed, so We gave her 
glad tidings of (the birth of) Ishéq (Isaac)..."} 
[Kor. Hiid (The Prophet Hid): 71] 


The Koran seems unequivocally to say: 'As she laughed, we (the 
Angels) announced to her the laughing one’, i.e. Isaac. Here, the 
Koranic couching (she laughed, so we announced...) suggests by 
itself that the choice of this particular name (Isaac) was occasioned 
by Sarah's act, i.e. her laughter, which was quite enough to move 


(1) Indeed, the scribe of the Genesis himself, as we shall demonstrate later, did miss the 
real meaning of 'Noah' derived from the Hebrew-Aramaic NWH (to rest, remain) 
mistaking it as if being taken from ‘rest’ in the sense of ‘comfort’, not in the sense of” 

_ ‘stay’, ‘remain’, Rios aes Dio esiygoee vestodidarlee: 
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Koran exegetes curiosi 


ty to solicit, at least with their contemporary 
Jews bearers of the n 


cettitenaiadaned ne ae ie meaning of that name so as 
s n to Sarah's laughter, but this is not true. 
. ” _ contrary, some of them mistook, as usual, ‘Isaac’ (Koranic 
Eshaq') derived from the Arabic SHAQ, as literally meaning, to be 
brought far, which testifies, not only to Koran scholars’ total lack 
of ecquaintance with the Hebrew-Aramaic, but also to the fact that 
their contemporary Jews lost all contact with the Bible (where the 
scribe of the Genesis identifies the meaning of the name ‘Isaac’) 
and with Hebrew itself, since 'Yeshaq' (Isaac) is precisely the third 
person masculine present form of such a current verb as ‘to laugh’, 
or else, to the fact that they knew but, out of sheer malice, kept silent 
so as not to help Koran exegetes rectify their unsuccessful guesses. 
But how could one excuse the modern Orientalists supposed to be 
highly educated in the Hebrew-Aramaic, who stop at criticizing 
Koran coining 'Eshaq' from 'Yeshaq', as if totally blind to Koran 
marvelous couching in the above Verse explaining the meaning of 
the name 'Isaac'? 


Reading in later Koranic exegeses, indeed as late as Al-Qortobi’s 
"Al-Jaéme‘u le-Ahkam-el Qor’ an" of the 13" century A.D., reveals 
that some genius Koran exegetes (unfortunately not named by Al- 
Qortobi), if not Al-Qortobi in person, who had the opportunity 
of staying some years in Egypt, were suspicious about Biblical 
scholars’ erroneous explanation of the name Moses (Koranic ‘Miisa' 
and Hebrew 'Moéé') from the Hebrew MSA and thought rightly 
that it would be more logical to solicit the meaning of the name 
Moses from the Old Egyptian, language of Moses’s adoptive father, 
i.e. with the Copts of Egypt, descendants of the Pharaohs. But the 
Coptic, which was itself extinct at the epoch, was not, contrary to 
the concept of those exegetes, identical with the Old Egyptian from 
which Moses’s name was in fact derived. Anyhow, some Coptic 
volunteers told them, as narrated by Al-Qortobi, that the name 
Moses could be built from Coptic 'Mo + Sa’ (water + trees), in 
reference to the place where the Hebrew infant's ark was found, The 


4 
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attempt, though unsuccessful, testifies indeed to those exegeteg 
scholarship, to the total ignorance by contemporary Copts of thei, 
grandfathers’ language, and to the genius of Koran Onomasticg 
deriving the name Moses from the Old Egyptian 'Mése’, i.e. ‘chilg’ 
Arabic ‘Walid’, as explained in the following Koranic Verse in which 
Pharaoh, lecturing Moses, said ironically to him: 
{"Did we not bring you (Moses) up among us as a child?”} 
[Kor. Ag-So'ara (The Poets): 18] 

Such information had been, before and after the Koran, beyond the 
reach of all mankind until too recently, not before the middle of the 19% 
century A.D. 

This is one unbeatable proof of Divine Omniscience in the Koran, 
because only the Speaker in the Koran, blessed be His names, can know 
such facts. 

It is also and by far one sufficient reason for the delayed discovery of 
the onomastic miracle which was impossible to demonstrate in its full 
dimensions before such ancient languages as the Old Egyptian could be 
deciphered and reconstituted. 


YOCOoAO 
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(4) 

Non-Arab, or allegedly non-Arab, proper names of persons or places 
cited in the Koran (all of which are being dealt with in the present research), 
belong in alphabetical order to the following languages: 

Aramaic (example: ‘Midian’ [Biblical 'Medyan' and Koranic ‘Madyan'}). 

Babylonian (example: ‘Thara', Abraham's father [Biblical "Tarah' and 


Koranic ‘Azar')). 
Greek (example: ‘Evangel’, the Gospel [New Testament ‘euangelion’ and 


Koranic 'Enjil']). 

Hebrew to which belong most non-Arab names cited in the Koran 
(example: ‘Jonah’ [Biblical ‘Yona’ and Koranic 'Yiinos']). 

Old Egyptian from which are found five names in the Koran, i.e. ‘Egypt’, 
‘Haman’, ‘Moses’, ‘Pharaoh’ and ‘Sinai’ (example: ‘Moses’ [Biblical "Moéé' 
and Koranic 'Miisa']). 

Koranic Onomastics in respect of Koran foreign names from such five 
languages -some occasionally ancient or even extinct- points to a supreme 


linguistic knowledge too erudite to be humanly attainable at the epoch, 
alleged human author, i.e. the Prophet) 


either by one single man (Koran 
or by a team of assistant Biblical priests, as attested by scribal erroneous 
Onomastics in the Torah, remaining unrectified until the present day. 


In addition, the highly subtle manner in which the Koran explains such 


foreign names, such as attested by 
especially Arabicization, ‘Assimilation, Imagery or Portrayal within the 
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narrative context featuring the character or place named, sometimes eve 
unnamed, testifies to the fact that the author of the Koran did not ha 

to be ‘taught’ the meaning of such names in isolation, but rather that the 
Koran is masterly acquainted with such languages, which are human} 


unattainable as early as its epoch and still so even by the greatest of moderp 
linguists. 


It is, no doubt, a miracle of Divine Omniscience too overwhelming to 
be challenged or denied. 


HGH 


Koran onomastic instruments identified through the present research 
are six in number: 


1- Arabicization. 
2- Assimilation. 
3- Synonymy. 
4- Antonymy. 
5- Translation. 


6- Portrayal. 


As I am going to demonstrate in the present research, each non-Arab 


proper name cited in the Koran is explained by either one or more of such 
six onomastic instruments, 


Yet, before applying them to our subject-matter, we should first, for 
the purposes of our work, determine the function and use, in Koran 
Onomastics, of each one of such six onomastic instruments. 

OG 


To begin with, all Koranic non-Arab proper names are already figured 
in the Koran in an 'Arabicized' form, ie. the particular proper name is not 
‘copied’ as it is in its 


original language, but ‘modified’ to suit Arabs’ own 
Particular phonology, 


: 
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This is quite natural. Itis, in 


° deed, a e ; 
Take for example the Arabic n general rule common to all languages. 


ame 'Al-Qiherah’, Capital of Modern Egypt, 


rabic, but An lici Caixa! B P 

7 _ Pp ’ > icized G ‘ 

Caire, Germanized 'Kahiro’, and so on ; asians 
> 


which is not taken as it isin A 


Such process of Arabicization, Frenchification Germanization, etc.. is 
not at all — to translate the meaning of the seabttattte eign eeatine 
to the natives of the other language, but rather merely to suit appropriate 
phonological considerations, Particular to the Arabic, English, French or 
German. 


Take, again, for example, the Arabic name 'Al-Qiherah’, the feminine 
agent form of the Arabic QHR, i.e. to conquer, literally, 'she (the city) that 
conquers (invaders)'. Such meaning, i.e. ‘conqueress’, implied by the Arabic 
‘Al-Qaherah' and readily understood by any Arab uttering or hearing the 
name, is totally absent in ‘Cairo’, ‘Le Caire’, ‘Kahiro', for Anglophones, 
Francophones and Germanophones respectively, since ‘Cairo’, 'Le Caire' 
or ‘Kahiro’, has in English, French or German, absolutely not any semantic 
denotation beyond the 'symbolic' reference to the capital of Modern 
Egypt. 

How, then, could ‘Arabicization' of foreign names in the Koran be an 
onomastic instrument explaining the original meaning of such non-Arab 


proper names? 

How could ‘Explanation by Arabicization' be possible? 

It is possible, indeed, only in one specific case, precisely, when the 
particular foreign name is: 

(1) Taken from a Semitic sister-language relative to the Arabic (such as 

Aramaic, Babylonian and Hebrew). 
(2) Formed from common basic roots still living in both 
(3) Arabicized in a form by itself equally intelligible to Arabs as to the 


original meaning of the particular foreign name. , 
ons, combined, are fulfilled, namely, lingual 


and semantic formation, then the Arabicized 


When such three conditi 
sisterhood, common basicroot 
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form is nearest to the original, and most important, identical in Mean, 
An illustrative example of such a case may be found in the Hebrew h 
‘Kohén' (literally, priest), the masculine agent form of the Hebrew Kun 
when it is Arabicized 'Kahen’, the masculine agent form of the Arabic 
KHN, identical to the Hebrew. 


ing 


Yet, in spite of the fact that most non-Arab names in the Koran are Originally 
Hebrew, Explanation by Arabicization' is the least used onomastic instrument, 
This fact is due to frequent radical consonantal mutations in sister-languages 
such as the Arabic NWK mutating to the Hebrew NWH,, in respect of the name 
‘Noah’ (Hebrew 'Néah' and Koranic 'Nith’). In such instance, Explanation by 
Arabicization is impossible, unless the Hebrew sound ‘h' is changed back into 
the original Arabic ‘k', and thus Koranic 'Niih' would read 'Niik’, which is 
so misleading as to the real person of a Biblical character as famous as the 
Prophet Noah, and unless ‘Arabicization' dissolves into 'Translation’, another 
onomastic instrument with which we shall deal later. 


It might be argued by Koran disparaging opponents, however, that there 
is not any miraculous knowledge in explaining Hebrew names in the Koran 
by means of Arabicization, whenever onomastic Arabicization is possible 
according to rules stated earlier, i.e. when the basic root forming the Hebrew 
name is common to both Hebrew and Arabic, since Koran ‘Human’ Author 
(i.e. the Prophet) would then, as any other Arab, have rightly guessed, just 
from the common basic root, the real original meaning of the Hebrew 
name. Such argument may be apparently good, but is, in fact, linguistically 
false for the following reasons: 


(1) Sister-languages may well use the common basic root, identical in 
form, such as the triliteral BW; with a different semantic denotation, 
where the Hebrew BW’ means ‘to come’, while the Arabic BW’ 
means ‘to come back’. 


(2) Grammatical forms are not always identical in sister-languages, such 
as the form 'pa‘iil' referring in Hebrew to the past participle while 
referring in Arabic to the emphatic agent form, and the Hebrew 
‘pol’ denoting the agent form, which is so is ost 
Arabic 'fo'ayl’, simple diminutive form,andsoon. 


> a a ew 
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mon basic root, although identical in 
the Hebrew, or, whether the particular 
Tew name is, or is not, equivalent to the 


form, is used in the same sense in 
grammatical form used in the Heb 
Arabic grammatical form? 


to the fact that if they had only read correctly the Hebrew name, they would 
not have missed its original semantic denotation. 


The most illustrative example in this regard may be found in the name 
Michael’, which is Biblically written 'm-i-k-a-]' (Mikal), but dotted by the 
‘Masoretes'” to read 'Mikaél’, leaving later Hebrew scholars up to the present 
day with no other alternative than to analyze the name 'Michael' as follows: 
‘mi (who?) + ka (like) + el (God)', resulting in such a funny name as ‘Who 
is like God?' (in the interrogative), which is senseless. Had Biblical scholars 
read the name undotted, ie. ‘Mikal, they would have readily understood 
the real meaning of the Hebrew name 'Michael' in the sense of the Hebrew 
‘Mikal' (empowered or enabled) from the Hebrew YKL, meaning to be able, 
empowered, just as arabicized in the Koran: 'Mikal' from the Arabic WKL, 
the equivalent of the Hebrew YKL. 

Such erudition as showed by the Koran in respect of the Hebrew name 
'Michael' is, indeed, beyond the reach of any ‘assistant priest’, the Biblical 
authority or Hebrew scholar. 

Another example testifying to Koran miraculous use of onomastic 
Arabicization may be found in respect of the name ‘Babylon’, Biblical 
‘Babél’, ultimately Babylonian ‘babilu' (‘bab + ilu’), which literally means 
‘Gate of God', implied: 'Gate into Heaven’, in reference to the famous tower 
which the Babylonians, essentially astrolaters, built as an observatory to 
watch celestial bodies, 

(1) Traditional scribal annotators and dotters of original Biblical text as received and 
; They began their work as early as the 2% century A.D. and accomplished it as 
latethe10centuryA.D. 
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Since the first Semitic element in Babylonian ‘bab + ilu’, ie. 'bab’, lite, 
means ‘gate’ or ‘door’, although still currently used in the Arabic With th 
same meaning, is missing in Hebrew, this Babylonian name was com 
unintelligible to the scribe of the Genesis but, as expected of him, he 
embarked on the endeavor to explain the Babylonian name fro 


Pletely 
r ashly 


™ the 
Hebrew, even if against logic and Hebrew grammar. Thus, he ventured t, 


mistake the Babylonian name as if being from the Hebrew BLL (double 4 
BLBL), meaning to confound or confuse, imagining 'Babél' to mean 
‘confusion’, To support, as usual, his hazardous etymology, he Managed 
to invent the funny legend by which to curiously explain the multiplic; 
of human languages, that God, admiringly jealous of Babylonian shrewd 
architecture, came down to confound their language, that they might not 
understand one another’s speech, thus forcing them to abandon their plan, 
and be scattered upon the face of all the earth: 


{"So the Lord scattered them abroad from thence upon the face 
of all the earth; and they left off to build the city. Therefore is the 
name of it is called Babel: because the Lord did there confound 
the language of all the earth; and from thence did the Lord scatter 
them abroad upon the face of all the earth"} [Gen. XI: 8-9] 


Leaving aside the outrageous blasphemy in conceiving of the Almighty 
Creator as capable of being admiringly jealous of any of His creatures, the 
scribal legend contains three flagrantly erroneous statements, namely: 


(1) The Babylonians ‘left off to build the city’, which is historically 
untrue, since the building of the city was indeed accomplished 


around the 28" century B.C., and Babylon became to be one of the 
8reatest cities in the history of the ancient world, 


(2) The human species was ‘scattered upon the face of all the earth’ 


subsequent to lingual differentiation, and not vice versa, which is 
scientifically absurd, 


(3) The name 'Babél’ could be derived from the Hebrew BLBL, which, 
Speaking in terms of Hebrew grammar, is totally false, since ms 
second radical 'L’ in BLBL could not be dropped from 'Babél 
without radically changing the notion ‘confusion’, inasmuch as the 


es ae 
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persistent second '‘b' in 'Babél' prevents deriving 'Babél’ from the 
original Hebrew triliteral BLL, 


Nonetheless, Biblical authorities, as well as Hebrew scholars, who blindly 
followed the example of the unscholarly scribe, ‘managed 'to say that ‘Babél 
was originally written 'Balbél", without even bothering to ask themselves: 
But why should Babylonians borrow a Hebrew name for their city? 


This one example, among many in scribal Pentateuch, testifies, indeed, 
to scribal total unscholarship and, consequently, to the inauthenticity of 
the Biblical text as Divinely revealed. Since the Almighty Omniscient is 
incapable of error, whenever a statement proves false, it is systematically 
not Divine. 


As to the Glorious Koran, the matter is totally different: the Arabic 
‘Babel’, if analyzed ‘bab + el’, is identical in both form and meaning to the 
Babylonian ‘babilu’, or ‘bab + ilu’ , since the Arabic ‘bab’ is equivalent in 
form, meaning and usage, to the Babylonian ‘bab’, and the second element 
‘el’ in the Arabic ‘Babel’ occurred in authentic Arabic vocabulary at least 
as early as the Koranic period® as a primary form of the Arabic ‘Allah’, 
equivalent to Babylonian ‘ilu' (God). Hence, Koranic ‘Babel’ is correctly 
explained in the Koran by mere Arabicization, but Koran exegetes failed to 
grasp the hint, for two reasons: 


(1) The onomastic miracle in the Koran was not yet discovered so as to 
move exegetes in this direction. 


(2) The Babylonian was an extinct language at the epoch and until 
recently, so as to contrast Koranic ‘Babel’ with Babylonian ‘babilu’ 


(1) See, under Hebrew BLL, The Analytical Hebrew & Chaldee Lexicon, Benjamin 
Davidson, Regency Reference Library, Zondervan Publishing House, Grand Rapids, 
Michigan, USA, P.87. \ 

(2) The Arabic 'El’, in the sense of ‘Allah’ (God), occurred in fact in a recorded comment 
by the first Caliph, Abu-Bakr, denouncing 'Mosaylamah', an impostor claiming 
Prophethood after Prophet Mohammad's death with ‘verses’ imitating the Koran: ‘Such 
speech (Mosaylamah's) did not come out from El’. In addition, all Koran exegetes were 


jod) in such names as Ishmael & 
Israel, felatogs gniicimeh Cooege lo suisgtt 
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in form and meaning and to conclude that the former was jy fact 
a perfect onomastic Arabicization of the latter. Moreover, Babylon, 
ceased to exist as a city long before the Koranic period, and go dig 
its original name ‘babilu’, only known afterwards under Biblical 
‘Babél'’, with a ready-made explanation by the scribe of the Genesis 
as Hebrew in origin, meaning ‘confusion’, which Koran eXegetes 
overwhelmed by the legend", readily adopted. 


It might be argued, however, that the Koran, speaking of Babylon only 
once [Kor. Al-Bagarah (The Cow): 102], was simply naming a place after 
an already arabicized 'Babel', coined from Biblical 'Babél', whose legend 
was circulated by the Jews of Arabia long before the Koran, and not using 
onomastic Arabicization in this precise instance to explain, by analysis, the 
meaning of Babel: 'bab + el’. Since the Koran was not the author of such 
incidentally explanative Arabicization, it could not be accredited the merit 
of discovering, as against the scribe of the Genesis, the real meaning of 
Babylonian 'babilu', Gate unto God or Gate unto Heaven. 


The argumentation, to be true, is not bad at all. But the miraculous Koran 
left no contention by possible future opponents unretorted in anticipation: 
Inasmuch as the name 'Babel' is explained in the Koran by Arabicization, 
it is also explained therein by another Koranic onomastic instrument, 
Portrayal, as we shall demonstrate later. 


EGG 


Assimilation, Arabic 'MoSakalah’, as used throughout for the purposes 
of our research, refers to the intentional use by the Koran, in a particular 
Verse, of an Arabic word, which is curiously both homonymous and 
synonymous of the particular foreign name occurring therein and which 
the Koran intends to explain, such as demonstrated earlier in respect of the 
name 'Zachariah' (Hebrew ‘Zekarya' and Koranic 'Zakariyya’): 


“Dekru rahmati rabbika ‘abdahu Zakariyya" 
This statement means: 


(1) As indeed still persistent worldwide in universal literature frequently using "Babel'a8# 
figure of speech denoting ' [ 


~~ ll 


it (elLeualy Ms 


i mode! he 


Ch. I: The Onomastic Miracle 


I ins 
{"(This is) a mention of 


the mercy of your Lord to His slave 
Zakariya (Zachariah pF} (Kor. Maryam (Mary): 2-3] 
a Arabic ‘dekr' (temembrance) is assimilated both in sound 
aning ia the aeorew "zekar' (remembered), the first element in the 
Ww name Zekarya’, i.e. both homonymous and synonymous thereof. 


Combining both homonymy and synonymy in the one and same word, 
such as in the Arabic ‘dekr' explaining the Hebrew ‘Zekarya', Assimilation in 
the sense used in the present work cannot obvious] 
instrument, except to non-Arab names coine 
as the Hebrew-Aramaic relative to the Arab 
are possible. 


Here, 
and me 
Hebre 


y apply, as an onomastic 
d from a sister-language, such 
ic, where common basic roots 


When spontaneous and rationally ‘dosed’, i.e. not over- 
similation, or 'Mosakalah' is, 
ed, in particular, 


exaggerated, As- 
indeed, a subtle ornamental highly appreciat- 
in literary Arabic. It is different from Homonymy (Arabic 
‘Jenas’) in that the latter accords only in sound, while Assimilation accords 
in both sound and meaning, ie. synonymously homonymous. Whereas eu- 
phonic considerations lie behind the literary use of both Assimilation and 


Homonymy, the former is a combination of both assonance and intensifi- 
cation. 


Being the unequalled masterpiece of literary Arabic, the magnificent 
Koran is readily expected to make appropriate use of Assimilation, but 
what is of interest to our purpose is Koranic assimilation of ‘Arabic’ words 
to ‘foreign’ ones, i.e. words used as explanations of particular non-Arab 
Proper names occurring within the context. 


The force of Assimilation in Koran Onomastics lies in that it proves 
beyond any thinkable doubt Koran total mastery of the foreign language 
‘taught’, or happened to catch c m the common basic root, the 
meaning ofa particul 1 Han, the a ti Ca a 
of the Koran would not have | every case to 
80 marvelous) 
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It should be noted, however, that Assimilation in respect of foreign name, 
in the Koran is only a secondary onomastic instrument, in the sense that 
foreign names explained by Assimilation are also and without €XCeption 
explained by one or more of other Koran onomastic instruments With 
exactly the same meaning already given by Assimilation, which proves that 
Explanation by Assimilation was consciously intentional, not haphazardly 
occasioned by mere euphonic considerations. 


It is also worth-while that, by virtue of homophonic confrontation, 
Explanative Assimilation ought to have been the most conspicuous of all 
Koran onomastic instruments, if only Koran exegetes had sufficient knowledge 
of the foreign language from which the non-Arab name was derived. But 
they could never -not even in one single instance- grasp the Koranic hint, 
from as early as the Koran was revealed up to the present day, which testifies 
to the fact that none of Mohammad’s Arab contemporaries had any such 
knowledge, either directly or through an ‘assistant’ Biblical priest. 


How, then, could the alleged 'human' author ofthe Koran (i.e. the Prophet) 
be singled from among all the Arabs of the epoch with such knowledge, or 
have exclusively’ for his own such an ‘assistant’ Biblical priest? 


The only possible answer to such a question is self-evident: Koran 


onomastic skill is one instance of superhuman omniscience, testifying to 
Koran Divine Credibility. 


The more it is so when we know, as I shall demonstrate later, that the 
Koran knows ‘better’ than the most versed of all Hebrew scholars combined, 
since it 'rectifies', with unrivalled mastership, long-established erroneous 
Onomastics by Biblical scribes, which is still blindly followed by Modern 
Hebrew scholars, let alone Koran miraculous Onomastics in respect of 
Biblical names coined from languages as extinct as the Babylonian and the 
Old Egyptian, which was totally unknown to all mankind long before the 
Koran and is still so to most of them until now. 


~- 40 


Onomastic Synonymy is the intentional use by the Koran of an Arabic 
phrase or sentence, equivalent in meaning to the original semantic 
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As it appears from the example below, 
phrase or sentence, from among other p 
not haphazard but, strictly speaking, 


the choice of the explanative word, 
ossible synonymous alternatives, is 
intentionally onomastic. 


The name 'Moses' (e.g., Hebrew 'Moéé' and Koranic ‘Miisa’) which 
has been arabicized from the Old Egyptian 'Mése', means precisely a 
child, in the sense of ‘born’, ‘begotten’, from the Old Egyptian MSY, 
meaning to beget, procreate, expressed in the past participle form as 
the equivalent in Arabic to either ‘Walad' or ‘Walid’, which is derived 
from the Arabic WLD, as meaning to beget, procreate. Other possible 
synonymous alternatives, with varying shades of difference, however, as 
to meaning and usage, are: 'son' (Arabic ‘ebn’), ‘young’ (Arabic ‘sagir'), 
‘offspring’ (Arabic 'najl’), etc. 

In either of two places where the name 'Moses' is explained by Synonymy, 
the erudite Koran invariably uses the perfect synonym: child (Arabic 'walad', 
'walid') unyielding, however, to the temptation of using 'son' (Arabic 'ebn’) 
in the first of two narratives quoted below, or of using ‘young’ (Arabic 
‘sagir') in the second: 

(1) Delivered from the water by Pharaoh's folk, the Hebrew infant 
ought to have been sentenced to death, by Pharaoh's order, had not 
Pharaoh's wife" got the idea of adopting Moses, i.e. taking him for 
a son. Here, the temptation of using the word ‘son’ in reference to 
Moses is obvious, but the Koranic narrative, intending to explain 

by. Synoomamaiisasrimnalasans? ihe ld Reampian: Milaehe which 


tt 
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{"wa-qilat emraiatu fer'awna qorratu ‘ynen li wa-lak, Ig 
taqtoliih, ‘asa an yanfa‘ana aw nattakedahu walad-a 


This Literally means: 


{"And the wife of Fir'awn (Pharaoh) said: "A comfort of the eye 

for me and for you. Kill him not, perhaps he may be of benefit 
to us, or we may adopt him as a son.” And they perceive not 
(the result of that)."} [Kor. Al-Qasas (The Narrative): 9] 


(2) In a scene where Moses -introducing himself as a Messengey 
from God- bade Pharaoh to let loose the children of Israel, the 
‘self-deifying’ tyrant ironically wondered how could Moses make 
such a claim to Messengership from God, he who Was reared tog 
young by Pharaoh and passed so many years of his life in Pharaoh; 
presence: 


{"qala alam norabbika fina walid-an, wa-labitta fina men 
‘omrika senin?"} 


This Verse literally means: 


{"Did we not bring you (Moses) up among us as a child? And 
you dwelt so many years of thy life among us?”} 


[Kor. AS-So'ard’ (The Poets): 18] 


Here, again, the use of the Arabic 'sagir' (young) instead of the Arabic 
'walid', would seem appropriate, but the Koran insisted on the perfect 
synonym: 'walid' (child), 
Old Egyptian ‘Mose’, ie. ‘Moses’, meaning ‘child’, 
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in form and sound to the Arabic 'dahikat' (she laughed) explaining the 
Hebrew name). 


Yet, the erudite Koran gives two examples of Koran onomastic Synonymy, 
in respect of two purely Arabic words on which Arab etymologists failed 
to agree as to the right basic triliteral from which the Koranic word was 
formed, with the explicit intention by the Koran to settle the dispute: 

(1) The Arabic 'malak' (Angel), plural 'maliekah', where the reappear- 
ance of the guttural stop (Arabic 'hamzah’) in the plural form would 
have readily suggested that the word 'malak' was formed from the 
Arabic triliteral LK (which is less common than the form ALK), 
i.e. to send with a message. In such a case the Arabic 'malak' would 
simply mean ‘Messenger’, exactly as its homonymous equivalent 
in the Hebrew-Aramaic and in the Ethiopic. However, a few of 
Arab etymologists, even up to the present day, still insist, against 
the flagrant reappearance of the guttural stop in the plural form 
‘malaekah’, that 'malak' (Angel) is rather built from the Arabic tri- 

literal MLK, meaning to own, possess. In such case, 'malak'’ would 
not mean ‘Messenger’ (Arabic 'rasiil’), but rather ‘owned’ or ‘pos- 
sessed’ (as a bondservant). The Koran settles the dispute by ono- 
mastically explaining the Arabic 'malak’ by the Arabic 'rasiil’ (Mes- 
senger), as derived from the Arabic triliteral UK, in the Koranic 
Verse saying: 
{“qol law kana fel ardi maliekaton yamsiina motma‘ennina 
lanazzalna ‘alayhem men-assamdi malak-an rasiil-a”} 
This literally means: 

"Say (O Mohammad): If there were on the earth, angels 

walking about in peace and security, We should certainly have 

sent down for them from the Heaven an Angel-Messenger."} 

[Kor. Al-Esra (The Night Journey): 95] 
(2) In respect of the Arabic ‘Saytan’ (Satan), Hebrew-Aramaic ‘satan’, 


Arab etymologists also differed as to whether the Arabic word 
‘Saytan' was derived from the Arabic STN or from the Arabic SY. In 
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the former case the Arabic 'Saytan' would mean ‘adversary’, ‘enem ] 
exactly as its Hebrew-Aramaic equivalent ‘satan’, and, in the latter 
‘the burning one’, in reference to Satan’s self-earned doom jn hell 
Here, again, the Koran settles the dispute by onomastic Synonymy, 
the semantic denotation of the Arabic 'Saytan' is not 'the burning 
one’, but rather 'the enemy’ (of mankind): 


{“... Enn-as Saytéin-a lel enstin-i adoww-on mobin”} 
Literally: 
{“Verily! Satan is to man an outright enemy!"} 
[Kor. Yiisof (Joseph): 5] 


In both examples, however, both Koran exegetes and Arab etymologists 
failed to grasp the Koranic hint. 


GHG 


Antonymy, as used in Koran Onomastics, refers to the intentional use by 


the Koran of the perfect antonym of the perfect synonym of the particular 
foreign name occurring in the particular Koranic Passage. 


Speaking, for example, of the Pro 
named (‘Ad), which means, 


‘everlastingness’, ‘perpetuity’, 
doom, 


phet Hiid’s people, an ancient tribe 
in the Hebrew and in the Aramaic as well, 
the Koran, in a reference to ‘Ad’s self-earned 
expresses the notion implied in ‘Ad’s name, ie. ‘perpetuity’, in 


the ironic opposite: ‘discontinuity’, ‘cease-being’, as it appears from the 
following Koranic Verses: 


{"wa-annahu ahlaka ‘Ad-an-al- 
abqi"} 


Literally; diated, 
a ; DAG BP 
("And that it is He (God) Who 


destroyed the former Ad 
(people), And Tamiid (people), He spared none of them"} 


lila, wa-tamiida, fama 


4am) 
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the particular foreign name was derived, The Koran does not ‘happen’ to 
know the meaning of the name ‘in isolation’, as from a Biblical priest, but 


the Koran ‘does’ possess such familiarity with the language in question as 
to capture where and how to use such spontaneous irony. 


Moreover, in this particular instance of ‘Ad, the Arabic homonym (‘Ad), 
meaning ‘to return’, ‘come back’, is quite different in meaning from the 
corresponding Hebrew-Aramaic name of Hiid’s people, i.e. ‘everlastingness'’, 
or ‘perpetuity’, which readily suggests that the 'Author of the Koran’ is quite 
aware of possible differences between sister-languages, as wide as such 
difference between Hebrew-Aramaic and Arabic (‘Ad). 


It might be argued, however, that Antonymy, even if conceded as a 
possible evidence of Koran knowledge of the original semantic denotation 
of the particular foreign name, is not a sufficient proof that the Koran ‘does’ 
intend to explain the meaning of the name, let alone the possible allegation 
that the Koran, in (Ad) and similar instances, is not ‘explaining’ the 
particular name by Antonymy, in the ironic sense, but is rather committing 
an ‘error’ concerning the real meaning of the particular non-Arab name, 
which is so flagrant as to mistake it for its opposite. 


Such negative argument would have been hardly answerable if the 
Koran, in respect of the non-Arabic name explained by ironic Antonymy, 
failed to supply -elsewhere- the perfect synonym of the foreign name in 
question, which proves that onomastic Antonymy in the Koran is merely 
a figure of speech which intensively demonstrates Koran’s total mastery 
of the language from which the particular non-Arab name was derived. 
As a matter of fact, Antonymy in Koran Onomastics is but a secondary 
explanative instrument, since every name explained in the Koran by 
ironic Antonymy is also explained -elsewhere- at least once, by affirmative 
Synonymy, as it appears from another Koranic reference to (‘Ad’s) self- 
earned doom: 


{"fahal tara lahom men bageyah?"} wenn 
Se ig. 
(1) In this particular instance, indeed, there is no mention of Hid and his Teepe in the 


whole Bible. ) basiSilevA Sct) Sait toa AT Site gts 
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This Glorious Verse literally means: 
{"Do you (O Mohammad!) see any remnants of them?"} 
[Kor. Al-Haqqah (The Inevitable Truth): 8] 


Here, the Arabic 'baqeyah’, feminine agent form of the Arabic p 
meaning to remain, survive, is a perfect synonym of the Hebrew-A; 


aMaic 
“Ad. 


EEG 


Translation, as an onomastic instrument in the Koran, differs from all 
other Koran onomastic instruments in that the particular non-Arab name 
disappears completely from the whole Koran, and figures instead in a 
translated form which proves to be the perfect synonym of the non-Arab 
original name. Biblical ‘Enoch’, for example, originally Hebrew ‘Hanok', 
the past participial form of the Hebrew HNK, meaning to instruct, initiate, 
is referred to in the Koran under the Arabic name ‘Idris’, the erudite-one, 
the perfect synonym of the Hebrew ‘Hanok’, Again, in reference to 'Thara’, 
the name of Abraham's father, Biblical "Tarah’, which is most probably of 
Babylonian origin and inexplicable in terms of the Hebrew-Aramaic lacking 
the triliteral TRH, Abraham's father is referred to in the Koran under the 

name ‘Azar’, meaning in Arabic ‘the laden-one' or ‘laden-back’, 


At first sight, such use of direct Translation as an onomastic instrument 
in the Koran appears in flagrant contradiction with the principle stated 
earlier, namely, that proper names are essentially 'untranslatable’, i.e. proper 
names should never be translated, lest the particular person or place spoken 


of be mistaken for another, that is, be unidentifiable as to the real person 
or place named. 


Yet, in respect of the very few non-Arab persons or places bearing in the 
Koran the perfect Arabic counterpart of the originally foreign name, the 
erudite Book has its legitimate linguistic reasons for abandoning simple 


Arabicization to direct Translation of the particular non-Arab prope! 
name. Such reasons are: 


1) To avoid misinterpretation of the real meaning of the particular 
foreign name in cases where the Arabicized form would inevitably 
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be identical with a purely Arabic word of different semantic 
denotation, thwarting or obscuring any Koranic attempt to explain 
the name by any other onomastic instrument. If, for example, 
Biblical Enoch and Hebrew 'Handk' (erudite), were Arabicized 
into the corresponding Arabic 'Haniik’, it would then mean in 
Arabic, not 'the erudite-one', but rather ‘the experienced-one’. 
Thus, the Hebrew 'Hanok' (erudite) appears in the Koran under its 
semantically equivalent Arabic name ‘Idris’, the direct translation 
of the Hebrew ‘Hanok’, 'the erudite-one’. 


(2) To avoid ‘cacophony’ or dissonance, unworthy of such a thoroughly 
symphonic masterpiece of Arabic prose as the magnificent Koran, 
whenever the originally foreign name sounds repelling to the 
Arabic ear, such as the Hebrew name 'Helqiyya (literally, 'a portion 
from the Lord’) of the high priest in the reign of King Josiah, which 
appears in the Koran in translated form under its semantically 
Arabic equivalent ‘dul-kefl’, literally, ‘he who has a portion’. 


In such cases of using direct Translation for onomastic purposes, the 
risk of misidentification is, however, excluded by either explicit or implicit 
reference designating the real person or place spoken of under an Arabic 
name. In respect of the Arabic 'Azar' substituted in the Koran for the Biblical 
"Thara' (‘Tarah' in the original Hebrew text), Koranic 'Azar' is unmistakably 
designated as being Abraham’s father in person. Arabic 'Taliit’, which has 
been substituted in the Koran for Biblical ‘Saul’ (Hebrew ‘Sa’iil’, literally, 
'the one-asked-for'), king David’s direct predecessor, is referred to in the 
Koranic account as being the first king of Israel, who was asked for of God 
through the Prophet Samuel just as related in Old Testament. Koranic Idris 
substituted for Biblical 'Handk’ related by the scribe of the Genesis 'to have 
been taken away by God’ [Gen. V: 24], is referred to in the Koran as the one 
whom God ‘raised up to a lofty place’ [Kor. Maryam (Mary): 57]. Koranic 
‘Al-Ard’, substituted for Egypt's name in Old Egyptian (‘Tawi’, literally, ‘the 
two-lands’), is subtly inserted in so many Koranic Verses to stand literally 
for 'Egypt' such as, for example, in the following Koranic Verse where Joseph 
asks the king of Egypt to appoint him as High Treasurer of "The Land’: 


i ee 
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{"Qél-a-j‘alni ‘ala kaziien-el-Ard " 

This Verse literally means: 

{“He (Joseph) said: Set me over the Land's treasury”} 
[Kor. Yisof (Joseph): 55] 

"The Land’ (Arabic 'Al-Ard’) stands literally for Old Egyptian ‘Tay; 
Egypt’s name in the king's language, but the subtle hint remained beyong 
the reach of all Koran scholars, who had to interpret the Koranic Verse 
differently due to total ignorance of the Old Egyptian. 

Anyhow, the force of using direct Translation for Koran onomastic 
purposes lies in: 

(1) Testifying to Koran multilingual total mastery. 
(2) Denouncing for good the light allegation of copying from, or being 
assisted by, any Biblical sources. 
SHH 

Portrayal, as the last of six Koranic onomastic instruments identified in 

the present research, refers to Koran’s intentional use of ‘imagery’ to explain 


the meaning of a particular proper name occurring within the Koranic 
Passage, most especially the name of the leading character in the Koranic 


account of events related. 


The best example in this regard concerns the name of Biblical ‘Lot, 
Koranic ‘Litt’, originally Hebrew ‘Lot’, meaning literally, ‘veiling’ or ‘being 
veiled’, which is derived from the common Hebrew-Arabic triliteral LWT, 
meaning to veil or cover. 


Ch. L: The Onomastic Miracle 1 

129 
their damned Village, Sodom. Deafened 
the Sodomites were doomed to perish 


i , Tought upside down on them by sunrise. A 
orn of Angels, disguised in male human bein Ss, cam Me day bef 
to visit Lot, to announce to hi gs, e the day before 


house in order to rape the new-comers, as was their habit with every male 
passer-by. Standing helplessly in their way in a vain attempt to protect his 


Heavenly Guests and to dissuade the wrongdoers, Lot was advised to keep 
off or else they would force him to get 


to physical 'eyelessness': 
{“..So We effaced (blinded) their eyes...”} 
[Kor. Al-Qamar (The Moon): 37] 

Lot was then Heavenly ordered to leave off the condemned village, 
accompanied by his family, under the veil of the dimmest watch of the 
night, i.e. immediately before dawn, to escape the self-earned doom of his 
people, who were Heavenly decreed to perish blind and confused under 
the ruins of their village, brought upside down by sunrise: 


{"except the family of Liit (Lot), whom We saved under the veil 
of the last hour of the night"} —_[Kor. Al-Qamar (The Moon): 34] 


In the two instances above, picturing Lot's means of escape, first from the 
hands of his enemies and, second, from the doom of the damned village, the 
general atmosphere in the Koranic account, i.e. darkness, plainly explains 
the meaning of Lot's name: the veiled-one. 
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(5) 


Non-Arab, including allegedly non-Arab, Koranic proper names 
identified for the present research are sixty-one appellatives. As we shall 
see later in the course of our research, some of those sixty-one names are in 
fact genuine Arabic ones belonging to either of the two following groups: 


1) Purely Arabic names, wrongly accused of being modeled on a 


foreign Biblical counterpart, such as the Koranic “adn' (Eden, 
Biblical “Eden’), 'Ferdaws' (Paradise, from the original Greek 
evangelic ‘Paradeiso’), ‘Jahannam' (Hell, the original Greek 
evangelic ‘'Gehenna’), which is allegedly derived from the Hebrew 
'Gé-Hinnom’, or rather 'Gé-benéy-Hinnom’, i.e. valley of the sons 
of Hinnom. 

2) Originally Arabic names appearing in direct onomastic translation 
of the foreign counterpart, such as the Koranic ‘Idris’ (Enoch, 
Biblical 'Hanok', the erudite-one), ‘Azar’ (Thara, Biblical "Tarah’, 
ultimately Babylonian "Tarah'’, the laden-one or laden-back) and 
"Taliit' (Saul, Biblical, ‘Sa’iil’, the one-asked-for). 

The reasons for including such genuine Arabic names in our research 


are evident: 

(1) To show Koran opponents lack of linguistic scholarship in respect 
of originally Arabic names accused of being modeled on a foreign 
Biblical counterpart. 

(2) to establish ‘Translation as a valid onomastic instrument relative 
to Koranic genuine Arabic names appearing in substitution for 
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9) 


1) Five Angels: Gabriel, Mi 


Je in the Koran 


The Onomastic Mirac 
foreig! 
llowing for such 
y, that proper 


with a special reference to Ko, 
a 

a deviation from a certain Princip) 

by their very nature, g e 
’ Te 


i ones; 
corresponding 1 


Pp ina 
names, 


mastershi 

stated earlier, namel 

untranslatable. 
oy 40 121 

thing or place; named, the above total of sixty. 

ided as follows: 


chael, Malek, Harit and Marit. 
s of Prophets or saints, namely: Adam 


person, 
be subdiv 


e 
So'ayb, Abraham, Lot, Ishmael, Isaac, Jacob, 


Joseph, Moses, Aaron, David, Solomon 
Luqman, Zachariah, idan 


Idirs, Noah, Hid, Saleh, 
Israel (surname of Jacob), 
Elijah, Elisha, Dul-Kefl, Jonah, Job, Ezra, 


‘Emran, Mary and Jesus. 
Two leaders: Saul and Goliath. 


Five damned villains: Iblis (Satan), Az 
Pharaoh, Haman (Spoken of in the Koran as chief priest in Pharaoh's 


court) and Qariin (a very wealthy Israelite in Pharaoh's Egypt 
spoken of in the Koran as being head of that party of Israelites 


serving Pharaoh's interests and resisting Moses and Aaron). 
oem Sacred Books; The Torah (Koranic 'Al-Tawrah’) David's 

ook of Psalms (Koranic 'Az-Zabiir') and : 
ee ) and Jesus’s Gospel or Evangel 
Four ancient or prehistoric tribes: ‘A 

es: Ad, Tamiid, Midi 

Magog (Koranic 'Yajiij wa-Ma’jiij). OT, 
F i i 

‘our sectarian appellatives: Jews, Christians, Sabians and Zoroastrians 


ar (Thara, Abraham's father), 


One nation: The Romans. 

Eight places: Al-Ji i 

: a ace a Ry ee at of Noah's Ark, Biblical ‘Ararat, 
petligses cal Aram’), Egypt (Old Egyptian ‘Tawi’, 'Ta- 
A ote ), Sinai, Al-Ferdaws (Paradise, Greek Brangelic 
——_ Na (Eden, Biblical “Eden') and Jahannam (Hell, Greek 
evangeli ehenna’), somnea QideiA saiumeg slas10A of 
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Apart from idol-names, exc 4 
P » excluded from our research ,the foregoing 


sixty-one netnae entirely cover the whole of foreign names cited in the 
Koran, including those of genuine Arabic origin used in reference to non- 
Arab, or allegedly non-Arab, Persons, things or places 


HHO 


The above total of sixty-one names cited in the Koran does not include, 
however, certain other Biblical characters or sites, such as Eve (Hebrew 
‘Hawwa’, mother of mankind and Adam's mate in the Garden), Jochebed 
(Hebrew 'Yokebed', Moses’s mother) and Palestine (Hebrew 'Kena‘an’), 
which, however being unmentioned by name in the Koran, appear 
nonetheless ‘implied’ in subtle contextual references, In each one of such 


instances, the concealed Biblical name is magnificently explained by the 
Koranic onomastic hint. 


Testifying as they are to Koran total command ofits topics, so marvelously 
as to know by its very Biblical appellative the hero or site spoken of even 
when concealed in the Koranic text, such ‘implied explanatives' prove 
that Koran use of Onomastics as one demonstration of supreme Divine 
Omniscience so variously displayed in the whole Koran, is systematic and 
intentional. The more it is so since -precisely in respect of this very category 
of ‘unnamed’ figures or sites- the unmentioned Biblical name is invariably 
given, against hasty scribal or exegetic recorded guesses, a quite different 

semantic denotation which, in the final analysis, proves to be the only right 
one. The following is but one illustrative example: 


According to Biblical Hebrew lexicographers®, the name of Moses's 


(1) Idol-names cited in the Koran are nine in number: Allat, Al-‘ozza, Manat (Meccan 
idols), Ba‘l (Biblical ‘Baal’, mentioned in the Koran as being worshipped by Elijah's 
people), in addition to five other idols named in the Koran as being worshipped 
by Noah's people: Wadd, Soa’, Yagiit, Ya'tiq and Nasr. All nine were occasionally 
worshipped by ‘pre-Islamic Arabs’ themselves, and all are genuine Arabic names in 
form and origin, except ‘Soa’, difformed from the Arabic ‘Wesa’, i.e. 'Help'. Hence, 
their exclusion from the subject-matter of the present research 

(2) See, e.g., Benjamin Davidson, THE ANALYTICAL HEBREW AND CHALDEE 


D 


4) 
Reference L ONG 


134 i} The Onomastic Miracle in the Koran 


mother, Jochebed (Hebrew 'Yokebed’), is made up of two elements: Yo 4 
bed. The first 'Yo' is "Yehwa’ (God), abbreviated; the second 'kebed' js detiveg 
from the Hebrew triliteral KBD, associating with the basic idea of heavines, 
weight, gravity, obduracy, etc., the figurative notion of greatness, glory, bea, 
or, respect, etc. Out of veneration for Moses, no doubt, through dignifying 
his mother’s name, Hebrew lexicographers tended, against Hebrew gram. 
mar, to take the second element in 'Yokebed’, i.e. Kebed, in the substantive 
form, to mean ‘glory’, so that the name of Moses’s mother, 'Yokebed', mi ght 
be explained as meaning 'God is her Glory’, in the sense of 'she whom Goq 
glorified’, presumably as being the future mother of Moses!. 


But, to believe the scribe of the Exodus in that the Divine name 'Yehwa' 
(abbreviated to 'Yo' in Hebrew "Yokebed’) was not known to Hebrews before 
Moses”), then the name 'Yokebed’, bearing so explicit reference to 'Yehwa', 
could not possibly be construed as a birth-name given to Moses’s mother 
the day she was born, but rather® a ‘surname’ given to her after Moses, or, 
more precisely, not earlier than the revelation of the Divine name 'Yehwa' 


to Moses in the Torah. 


Again, taking 'kebed' (second element in "Yokebed') substantively, i.e. as 
a verbal noun from the Hebrew triliteral KBD, is against Hebrew grammar, 
since the verbal noun from KBD is always 'Kabéd' never 'Kebed’. 


Indeed, for 'Kebed' (second element in "Yokebed') to mean anything at 
all in Hebrew, it should not be construed as a verbal noun but rather as a 
finite verb in the Hebrew ‘Piel’ (intensive active form) conjugated in the 
third person masculine singular in the past tense, i.e. 'kebbed' (with middle 
'p' doubled), meaning either (I) he honored, or, sticking to the basic idea 
in the Hebrew KBD, (II) he is obdurate™. The fact that the middle 'b' in 


(1) See 'Yokebed’, ibid., P.172. 

(2) "I am Yehwa. And I appeared unto Abraham, unto Isaac, and unto Jacob, by the name 
£1. But, by my name 'Yehwa' was I not known to them" [Exodus, VI: 2-3]. 

(3) As indeed so many other appellatives given to Biblical figures, such as 'Job' (Hebrew 
‘lyyob’) meaning ‘harassed’, 'tormented’ etc., in reference to his sufferings in later life, 
which is extremely preposterous to construe as a name given to him at birth. 

(4) 'To harden the heart’; see different applications of Hebrew triliteral KBD, ‘The 
Hebrew and Chaldee Lexicon’, op. cit., p.368. 
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'yokebed’, is single, not doubled, i.e. 'Yokebed', not 'Yokebbed' according 
to the Hebrew ‘Piel’ paradigm, is simply due to ‘contraction’, where the 
doubling of middle 'b' is offset by a slight lengthening of the preceding 
vowel 'e’, ie. 'Yokébed' (half-long, as it is in fact traditionally dotted by the 
Masoretes). 


Unlike birth-names, which are mere identifying appellatives, 
unconcerned with being true or untrue of the new-born infant's real 
character or future development, such as the name ‘George’ (Greek 
‘Gorgios’, originally ‘Geo + Ergos'’, ie. ‘land-tiller’), obviously untrue of 
a certain ‘King George’, surnames, on the contrary, are strictly outright 
epithets, descriptive of some factual event, or real personal experience, 
that has marked the life of the person bearing such surname, to the degree 
that the very mention of such surname recalls to memory such factual 
event or personal experience. 


Being a surname, no doubt, the equivocal Hebrew 'Yokebed’ meaning 
either (I) ‘she whom Yehwa honored’, taken by Biblical Hebrew 
lexicographers, or (II) 'she whose heart Yehwa hardened’, abandoned by 
all Biblical exegetes, should feature only ‘one’ of such two events (‘God 
honored' or ‘God hardened’), since both explanations, while equally correct 
from a strictly grammatical standpoint, are nonetheless mutually exclusive 
in semantic terms, such that, when either of both proves true of Moses’s 
mother proper, the other is automatically excluded, and vice versa. 


Now, while the second explanation, ‘she whose heart God hardened’, 
amazingly taken by Koran Onomastics, speaks of the one real personal 
experience that marked the character of Moses’s mother and singled out 
lecheed from all other women, the first ppaitithe however, they 
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For, as we know from the Koran, Messengers of God to their Peop 
across the whole history of Prophethood had to be chosen, as a rule, fy 
the ‘nobility’, ic. higher classes of society or leading tribe, to ensure the 
increased credibility due to social prestige, and to spare the Divine Mesa. 
possible digressional attacks on the Prophet's roots. Be 


es 


But, at the time of Moses, the Israelitic community in Egypt, from 
among whose members God's Messenger to the Egyptian monarch had to 
be chosen”, was so persecuted and so abjectly humiliated that the +3 
idea of sending an Israelite -whomsoever- as Messenger of God to Pharaoh 
would have been an outright bad joke, unless such Israelite be somehow 
disguised under the blazon of Egyptian nobility. 


Thus, to accomplish the Divine Scheme providing for Moses to be 
reared inside the royal palace as Pharaoh’s adoptive son and grow up in the 
rank of a royal prince in Pharaoh's court, Moses’s mother had to cast her 
suckling into the river, to be rescued therefrom by Pharaoh's folk whom 
God miraculously endued with extreme affection for the babe, so great and 
so irresistible that they could but take him for themselves as an adoptive 
son, despite the fact that Pharaoh -in an attempt to weaken and gradually 
exterminate the Israelitic community in Egypt- had ordered that every male 
infant born to Hebrews be slain on the spot and the Hebrew foundling was 
immediately identified as such. 


How could any mother embark on such unmotherly act as to cast her own 
child into the river? Sure, according to the Koranic account, Moses’s mother 
was in every detail informed of the Divine Scheme for Moses, together 
with the Divine Assurance not only to keep him safe on his fantastic Nile 
journey but also to bring him back to her bosom as a Pharaoh-paid nurse, 
and with the Divine Promise eventually to make of Moses a Messenger of 
God. But, how could a mother’s heart -unaided by God- stand up to such 
horrible test of faith? 


At least for a while, after throwing over her babe to the river by God’ 
Order, Moses's mother could not stand up. Her heart broke asunder the 


(1) According to God's Promise to Abraham recorded in the Koran to keep all posterior 
Prophethoods within his lineage [cf. Kor, Al-Baqarah (‘The Cow): 124 and ba 
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Al-Hadid (Iron); 26}. 
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moment she realized that +" . 
at to ward off possible danger, from Pharaoh's 


seehercaiaan new-born Hebrew infants, she so foolishly 
mae on, child with her own hands to sure death, as if anticipating his 
impending grievous end. She would even have cried out f 


ko utes : or some passer-by 
to help her retrieve the babe’s ark from the Nile, and be it what it would for 


the outcome of her adventure, hadn't God fortified her and tightened her 
heart, so that she might keep fa 


executioners spying on 


ith in His Promise of protection for Moses, 
whom God planned to return back to her bosom and make of Moses one 
of His Messenger. 


The marvelous Koranic account runs as follows: 


{And We inspired the mother of Miisd (Moses ), (saying): Suckle 
him (Moses), but when you fear ‘for him, then cast him into the 
river and fear not, nor grieve. Verily! We shall bring him back 
to you, and shall make him one of (Our) Messengers."} 


[Kor. Al-Qasas (The Narrative): 7] 


{"You are granted your request, O Musa (Moses)!"And indeed 
We conferred a favor on you another time (before). "When We 
inspired your mother with that which We inspired. Saying: 
‘Put him (the child) into the Tabiit (a box or a case or a chest) 
and put it into the river (Nile), then the river shall cast it up 
on the bank, and there, an enemy of Mine and an enemy of his 
shall take him.' And I endued you with love from Me, in order 


that you may be brought up under My Eye (according to My 
will)”} [Kor. Ta-Ha : 36-39] 


{"And the heart of the mother of Miisé (Moses) became empty 
[from every thought, except the thought of Moses]. She was 
very near to disclose his (case, i.e. the child is her son), had We 
not tightened her heart (with Faith), so that she might remain 
as one of the believers"} [Kor, Al-Qasas (The Narrative): 10] 


With such supreme scholarship, and against all Biblical Hebrew 
lexicographers, the Hebrew name 'Yokebed', although uncited in the Koran, 
is thus given its true real meaning (she whose heart God hardened) through 
such subtle contextual hint: had We (God) not tightened her heart. 
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in the sequence of the history of 


occasionally, for certain 


For reasons both lin 
will proceed in chronological order, 
Prophethoods chiefly as narrated in the Koran or, 
names, in the Bible. For this purpose, the following chapters will each be 


concerned with a certain ‘Prophetic cycle’ grouping Prophets of the same 


or most related, historic sequence. 


Non- 
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Chapter I 


Adam in Heaven 


The present chapter deals with twelve proper names, arranged in the 
following sequence: Gabriel, Michael, Malek, Hariit, Marit, Babylon, Eden, 
paradise, Gehenna, Satan, Adam and Enoch. 


The first two names (Arabicized into Jebril and Mikal) are originally 
Biblical names of Angels. The names Malek, Hariit and Marit are purely 
Koranic names of Angels which are not mentioned in the Old and New 
Testaments. Babylon (mentioned only once in the Koran as ‘Babel’) is 
legitimately put after Hariit and Mariit in the list since the latter's magic- 
teaching mission as related in the Koran took place in Babylon. As for 
Eden (Kor. ‘Adn), Paradise (Kor. Ferdaws) and Gehenna (Kor. Jahannam), 
they are names of places where people will receive either unending bliss 
or unending torment in the Hereafter. Satan (Kor. Iblis) is the unrelenting 
Tempter of man and Adam is man's forefather. Finally, Enoch (Kor. Idris) is 
mentioned directly after Adam to be in line with the sequence of Prophets 
recorded in the Koran. 


As stated earlier in connection with the implied Koranic Onomastics 
concerning the Biblical figures that are not mentioned by name in the 
Koran, the Mother of Mankind, ‘Eve’ (Hebrew Hawwa), only referred to in 
the Koran as Adam’s mate in the Garden, will normally be treated within 
the context of the discussion on ‘Adam’, 


HGH 
Before embarking on our first onomastc reference, ‘Gabriel’, we should 
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figures as Gabriel and Michael, or even to the Forefather of Manking wh 
A ial! larteniaced i 
he was still in Heaven. Was Hebrew the ‘official’ language in Heaven? 


Proceeding from strictly linguistic premises, we should not de 
a second on such a view, which is so dear to the fanatic Jews in the; 
meticulous veneration of the language of the Torah on the grounds thay 
God, they claim, inscribed with His Own Hands the Decalogue o, th 
Holy Tablets and that God Himself, in His direct Dialogues with Mose, 


spoke Hebrew”. 

However, in view of the undisputed linguistic fact that Arabic is the 
mother of all Semitic vernaculars, including Hebrew, the language o¢ the 
Torah could be neither a language spoken in Heaven nor even the first 
human language spoken on earth by Adam and Eve after their departure 
from the Garden to start their earthly life on this planet. 


While nothing warrants any real need for some sort of ‘lingual’ vocaby. 
lary as a means of communication in Heaven, we are told in the Koran, and 
also in the Bible, that Adam used some sort of ‘speech’ in Heaven, espe- 
cially in his communications with Eve and when hearing Satan, and most 
especially in his receipt of the Divine Instructions which forbade him from 
eating the fruits of a certain tree, as well as in his declaration of repentance 
after the fall from the Garden so as to earn the Forgiveness of the Absol- 
vent, the Merciful [cf. Kor. Al-A‘raf (The Battlements): 23]. 


Moreover, we are specifically told in the Koran [cf. Kor. Al-Baqarah 
(The Cow): 30-33] that, to show the Angels the merits of Adam and his eli- 
gibility to be the master of the universe, the Almighty taught Adam ‘all the 
names’ of the whole creation (objects, plants, animals, etc.). These names 


(1) Introducing his book, Biblical Hebrew, Teach Yourself Books, 11" impression, 1986, 
P. ‘VII, Mr. R. K. Harrison says, "A certain professor at an English University is said 
always to commence his initial lecture on the Hebrew language with the words, 
Gentlemen, this is the language which God spoke.’ "But we may point out that the 
Divine Revelation to Moses, as well as God’s Dialogues with him, was of course i8 
Hebrew, not because Hebrew was God's Spoken Language, but simply because the 
Person addressed (Moses) happened to be a Hebrew Prophet, & I 

(2) This is against Christian theology which insists on the inexpiable ‘original sin’ to justify 
the alleged death of Jesus on the cross for the salvation of mankind. > aidih 0 
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as taught by God in Heaven were expressed in a certain ‘human’ language, 
since Adam inevitably used these names with the corresponding creatures 
on earth, having no reason to invent new ones in a different language of 
his own. 


Scientifically speaking, human languages are basically not the product 
ofa particular self-motivated person. They consist of a 'ready-made' system 
of sounds and symbols handed down from generation to generation, and 
can only be learnt through imitation, first of our parents and then of elder 
members of the community at large. The first man, or ‘parentless’ Adam, 
was no exception to this rule. As he was created fully-fledged in Heaven 
-or, more precisely, because he did not go through the earlier stages of 
development necessary for learning by imitation- one would suppose that 
Adam would have been remained speechless throughout his life if he had 
not been taught, or inspired, by his Creator such a basic system as was 
already in use among the Angels and occasionally other former ‘inhabitants’ 
of the Garden, including Satan. 


Thus, from purely linguistic premises, we are led to conclude that the first 
language spoken on earth by Adam could not be but the language that he ac- 
quired during his life in the Garden, and that the proper names first coined 
in Heaven (such as Gabriel, Michael, Adam and Satan) are only explainable in 
terms of this Heavenly Language, thus becoming the first language spoken on 
earth and the most ancient origin of all human languages. 


At first sight, nothing justifies designating, on a scientific basis, any 
specific language, living or extinct, as the first to be spoken on earth. But 
I firmly believe that the Arabic language, at least in its earliest form before 
all of the further developments that it went through up until the Koranic 
period, was most probably the language of Adam. The Arabic language 
is indeed very ancient, if not the most ancient of all human languages. 
Proceeding from linguistic facts, such as Arabic being the mother of all of 
the other Semitic linguistic family, Babylonian being ascertained as fully 
Semitic and Old Egyptian semi- Semitic, t there is nothing unscientific about 
the statement that, being for sure the first Semites on earth, the Arabs in 
the Arabian Peninsula were existent before both Babylon and Egypt, both 
of which are disputably claimed to be the cradle of civilization, 


y 
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am, first coined in Heaven, are correctly 


Arabic tri-literal roots which are stil] 
ge of Adam must have 


Since names as ancient as Ad 
explained only according to the 
existent in Arabic, then such a Heavenly Langua. 


been the Arabic language”. 
am’s Arabic have to be to such a highly developed 


How near did Ad 
of the Koran so as to confirm the conclusion that such 


language as that 
as ancient as Adam or Angel's names first cited in the 


Heavenly Names 
Koran and unmentioned anywhere in the Old and New Testaments are 


correctly explained using the Koranic Arabic language? Only God knows, 
for sure; but the fact remains that it was near enough, since each of such 
very ancient names is ‘readily’ reducible into a corresponding basic root 
that still exists in the Koranic Arabic language. 

Then why would the revealed-in-Arabic Koran follow the Hebrew 
scriptures in certain Heavenly and ancient names such as Gabriel and Noah 
while these names had inevitably existed before the birth of the Hebrew 
language and would be later Hebraized in the Torah, just to reappear in the 
Koran in Arabicized forms that are very close to the corresponding Biblical 
utterances, not the Arabic original? 

The answer is quite simple: To avoid the risk of misidentification in 
relation to such Biblical figures which are universally known according to 
the Hebrew names. 

2 Indeed, the same applies to the originally Hebrew names which are far 
more famous in the corresponding Greek forms in the originally Greek 
and thus they are Arabicized in the Koran in the nearest form 

‘ ‘names (e.g. Greek 'Solomon' for Hebrew 'Selémo’'; Greek 
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ryehusia", which would be cli 


hee Pped afterwards to 'Yeséa"; and Greek 

puaggélion’ (i.e. Evangel) for Hebrew ‘Haggelién'\), 

After all, our reader is asked to kindly take the following points as 

premises throughout the discussions included in the book: 

1) Owing to the fact substantiated earli 
speaker in the whole Koran, (I) 


vocative (e.g. 'O Adam’, 'O Ibi; 


er that God, the Truth-Teller, is the 
when a Koranic figure occurs in the 


s', etc.) ina self-quoting direct Divine 
Address, i.e. without any interposed medium, then such a vocative 


name is undoubtedly the original one, since the Speaker, in such a direct 
speech with the particular figure, would not call him by a name other 
than his own; otherwise, (II) when the particular Koranic name, even of 
an Angel such as Gabriel, never occurs in the vocative in a self-quoting 
direct Divine Address, then such a name could be either the originally 
Arabic one or its non-Arab counterpart in an Arabicized form. 


2) Except for the purpose of avoiding the risk of misidentification, the Bib- 


lical figures that were existing before the birth of the Hebrew language 
are referred to in the Koran by their original Arabic names. 
3) Unless identified as non-Arabic, such as the Old Egyptian ‘Haman’ or 
the Hebrew 'Qariin’, the Koranic figures unmentioned anywhere in the 


whole Biblical heritage are referred to in the Koran by their originally 
Arabic names, as their lack of being mentioned in the Biblical heritage 
excludes any risk of misidentification. 


DICNGNG 


Rs ie i ee 
(1) Here, the Koranic Onomastics prove indeed remarkable, since it never misses the 


original meaning of the Hebrew names, however obscured and then misunderstood in 
their different Greek forms, 


I. Gabriel (Jebril) 


SF 


Jebril' (Biblical Hebrew 'Gabri’él' and English 'Gabriel’) is the most 
illustrious among God's Angels mentioned by name in the Koran. He is 
'‘Rith-ul-Qodos' (‘Spirit of Holiness’ in the Koran and 'Holy Ghost’ in the 
New Testament), entrusted with bearing the Divine Revelation to God's 
Prophets and accomplishing the tasks which God orders him to do. These 
include, among others, breathing life into Adam's body after it had been 
designed by the Hands of God and also into every embryo of Adam's 
progeny - not excepting Jesus-Christ of course, whose virgin mother’s 
pregnancy was initiated by a ‘breathing’ from Gabriel into Mary, as recorded 
in Luke's Gospel and confirmed by the Koran. Most especially, Gabriel is 
also the Angel who, by God’s Command, performed the mightiest Miracles 
that challenged established scientific laws, either in support of God's 
Prophets (e.g. raising Lazarus from the dead for Jesus) or in fulfillment of 
God’s Warnings and Punishments to the disbelievers who opposed God's 
Prophets (e.g. splitting the sea for Moses and his followers to traverse it and 
then uniting it again to sink the tyrannical Pharaoh and his army). 


Gabriel is indeed ‘the Mighty One of God’, and this is the exact literal 
translation of the name ‘Gabri’él', as marvelously explained by Koranic 
Onomastics, as opposed to the Biblical exegetes and lexicographers who 


insist, unwarrantedly, that its explanation is ‘Man of God". 
EGG 


(1) See, for example, The Analytical Hebrew and Chaldee Lexicon, op. cit., p. 130. 


Koran 
él' is made up of three distinct syllables; ‘gaby! 
an occasional sign of the enitiye 
while the third syllable ‘gp : 
nt to ‘God’. As to the first syllable 
onstruction with the suffix (the 
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Indeed, He 
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evidently the Hebr 
'gabr’, according to Hebrew grammar in © : 
ands for the completely Hebrew word 'geber'’, a masculine 
he Hebrew stem GBR (which means to be or A 


particle ‘i’), it st 
). It is a cognate of the Arabic JBR 


substantive derived from t 
become strong, powerful, mighty, etc. 
which is identical in meaning. 

Given the fact that the Archangel Gabriel was so named in Heaven prior 
to the birth of the Hebrew language, his name must be a Hebraized form 


that stands for his original name in Heaven. 

Again, accepting the fact that, in Semitic languages, nothing comes 
out from a particular basic root unless it is already existent therein, and 
that the Hebrew GBR (Arabic JBR) has no other meaning beside ‘strength’ 
and its related connotations, then the Hebrew ‘geber' (appearing as 'gabr' 
in Gabri‘él') should be nothing but 'the Mighty One’. Hence, the Hebrew 
'Gabri’él' should mean ‘the Migh 4 i 

ghty One of God’, which corres 
Arabic phrase 'Jabbar-ul-Lah’, Rooney 


ria i el ~ se aaa evidently in direct allusion to the no- 
otal an ptzcice: which are latent in the Hebrew GBR, 
sein Ne a initially to mean ‘man’ (as opposed to 
dinecune ‘ae € man or ‘warrior’, Taken impersonally, 'ge- 
lianas, Beis, om = every one’. Based on such a definition, 
nie Sainreane eee bere to strictly mean 'Man of 


Oh. Il: Adam in Heaven 
more akin to the original basic ~— Gabriel #147 


understood from the Original Hebrew mi Proves that the 'man’ primarily 
rather a lord or master, some Beber' was 


word for 'man' in all its acc : ‘husband’; (IV) the original 
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EE 


| Jebril’ is explained in the Koran by two onomastic means, namely 
Arabicization and Synonymy, 

The Koranic name ‘Jebril' should indeed be construed only as a 
____ bimorphemic word (ie. a word consisting of two morphemes or simple 
elements united together): ‘jabr+il’. The first s 


yllable 'jabr' denotes the 
} action or state derived from the simple JBR, while the second syllable ‘il’ is 


__ the old Semitic name for 'God' that was known and used by the Arabs of 
' the Koranic period. 


— CCC 
(1) Certain linguistic authorities are indeed doubtful about the correctness of translating 
_ Gabriel as ‘Man of God’, since the given etymology is followed by a question mark 
(inthe dictionary). See, under ‘Gabriel’, Webster's New World Dictionary, 3 College 
Edition. New York, 1988, p. 550. 


) The letter 'g', as stated earlier, is invariably pronounced as 'j' in Koranic Arabic; thus, 
the Arabic JBR is the same as the Hebrew-Aramaic GBR. 
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The rule in Arabic grammar is that, when used as an adjectiyg 
adjectival noun, such a verbal noun jabr' is to be understood ety 
adjective in the superlative, in which case the Arabic ‘Jabr' , useq aiid 
tivally, should mean 'the most strong’, equivalent to the Arabic pritrs 
which is modeled on the agential emphasized form. This is Preciseh 
one acceptation of ‘jabr' in the Arabic dictionary. But, being combineq 
in one word with ‘il’, the first morpheme ‘jabr' had to mutate, under the 
normal effect of Arabicization, into 'jebr' in order to follow the Arabic 
model ‘fe‘lil'. Thus, ‘Jebril' means ‘the Most Mighty One of God, the 
equivalent of the Arabic phrase 'Jabbar-ul-Lah'. 


The Koranic ‘Jebril' is thus self-explained by mere Arabicization 
which may justify the fact that, in the only two places where ‘Jebril' i 
mentioned by name in the whole Koran, it occurs unexplained by any 


other onomastic means. 
Yet, ‘Jebril’ is also explained elsewhere as meaning ‘the Most Strong’ or 

‘the Very Strong’. In the following Koranic Verses, ‘Jebril' is unmistakably 

understood by the function which is mentioned, even though his name is 


absent: 
{"It (i.e. the Koran) is not but a Revelation (that is) revealed 
(by God), taught (to Mohammad) by the Mighty Powerful 
(Angel; i.e. Gabriel, who appeared to Mohammad) with (his 
real) perfect shape and rose stable while he was on the high- 
est (point of the) horizon. Then (he) came down and got so 
close (to Mohammad) that he was at a distance of two bows’ 
length or (even) nearer. Then, he (i.e. Gabriel) revealed to 


His Servant (i.e. Mohammad) that which He (i.e. God) had 
revealed.”} [Kor. An-Najm (The Star); 4-10] 


Certain Koran exegeses, followed by some English translations of the 
meanings of the Koran, mistake ‘the Mighty Powerful’ who taught Moham- 
mad the Koran, referred to in the above Koranic Text, for God Himself, which 
is completely ill-founded, Unlike Moses, Mohammad received God's Words 
that composed the whole Koran through an interposed medium, i.e. the 
Archangel Gabriel, as told by the Koran itself, Again, Semantics by itself dis- 
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roves — an bien interpretation, Finally, God’s Omnipresence is 
not subject to such a movement as that Which is narrated in the above Verses 


in order to establish contact with the Prophet to whom Gabriel had to appear 
disguised in a human image, se 


The one reterred to in the above Verses, 'the mighty powerful’ bearer 
of Divine Revelation Ye Mohammad, is no doubt Gabriel, onomastically 
described as being equivalent to the Hebrew 'Gabri’él' 


Another Koranic account about Gabriel is found in 
Verses: 


the following 


{"Indeed, it (i.e. the Koran) is the Say ofan honored Messenger 
(i.e. Gabriel); one with might and, in the Sight of the Lord of 
the Throne, with high rank. (He is) obeyed (by the Angels in 
Heaven) and further trustworthy."} 


[Kor. At-Takwir (Rolling): 19-21] 

The ‘honored Messenger’, referred to in the above Verses as the Angel”) 
entrusted with bearing the Divine Revelation to Mohammad and the one 
with might and high rank who is empowered by God to be obeyed and 
trusted by his fellow Angels as well as by the natural forces, can be none but 
the Archangel Gabriel, onomastically described in the above Verses as the 
one with might in the Sight of God, or variably 'the Mighty One of God’, 
which perfectly translates the meaning of the Hebrew 'Gabri’él’. 


Q4O2O2}S 


ct synonyms when referring to Angels 
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II. Michael (Mikal) 


BP 


Michael (Koranic 'Mikal' and Hebrew 'Mika’ él’) is mentioned by name 
only once in the whole Koran next to Gabriel, in a solemn declaration of 
God’s Enmity to disbelievers declaring themselves enemies of God, of His 
Angels and Messengers: God says: 

{"Whoever is an enemy to God, His Angels, His Messengers, 
Jibril (Gabriel) and Mikal (Michael), then verily, God is an 
enemy to the disbelievers."} [Kor. Al-Bagarah (The Cow): 98] 

In such single instance where the name ‘Michael’, i.e. the Koranic 'Mikal’, 
is mentioned, it obviously occurs unexplained by any onomastic instrument 
other than Arabicization, where the Arabic ‘Mikal’, derived from the Arabic 
WKL, would mean ‘the empowered one’, i.e. ‘agent’, ‘proxy’, ‘deputy’, etc. 

The Koranic 'Mikal' is an explanative Arabicization because, if otherwise, 
the Hebrew 'Mika’él' would have been Arabicized 'Mikil’, just as ‘Gabriel’ 
is Arabicized ‘Jebril’, Ishmael’ is Arabicized ‘Isma‘il’, ‘Israel’ is Arabicized 
sra’il’, etc., where the last element '-él’, the Old Semitic name for 'God’, 

is invariably Arabicized '-il’, never '-al' as in 'Mika’ él, which means that 
Koranic ‘Mikal’ stands only for the first element in the Hebrew ‘Mika él’, i.e. 
‘Mika-', dropping the ending '-él' (‘of God’), which is already understood 


from the context: 
“,,His Angels, His Messengers, Jibril (Gabriel) and Mikal 


(Michael)...”}. 


i ot a ae 
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It is most amazing to notice, however, that Biblical Hebrew effect; 
possesses the Hebrew word ‘Mikal’, which is identical in soun q i: 
Koranic ‘Mikal, defined in the Biblical Hebrew lexicon” as meaning, @ 

(1) Acommon name for ‘brook’, 'streamlet', etc. 

(2) A proper name of Saul’s daughter, wife of David. 

In both instances, the Hebrew lexicographer fails to identify the Hebre 
triliteral from which the Hebrew 'Mikal' is derived, leaving it without bale 
etymologized, while it could be an ancient Hebrew 'mif“al' verbal noun 
from the Hebrew YKL, which is no longer in use, as meaning to be abje or 
enabled, In such case, the Hebrew ‘Mikal’ would mean ‘able’ or ‘ability’ (the 
state of being able or enabled) equivalent to the Hebrew 'yak6l' or 'yekdley 
most akin to the Koranic ‘Mikal’ both in sound and meaning. However, 
the Hebrew lexicographer failed to notice any common notion between 
‘ability’ and a ‘brook’, even if it happened to be a powerfully streaming one. 
Moreover, it befits more a king’s daughter, the wife of David, to have her 
proper name derived from the idea of ‘ability’ rather than from ‘brook’, 
which is a masculine noun in Hebrew. 

More amazing indeed, is the fact that, were the Hebrew aleph left 
undotted in the Hebrew 'Mika’él’, it would invariably read ‘Mikal’, identical 
to the Koranic 'Mikial' as well as to the Hebrew ‘Mikal’ denoting a 'brook' or 
referring to king Saul’s daughter, wife of David, where the Hebrew aleph is 
altogether dropped without altering the pronunciation. 


Anyway, Biblical Hebrew lexicographers, influenced by the persistent 
Hebrew aleph (dotted to read 'é’) in the Hebrew 'Mika’él', readily hastened 
to construe ‘Mika’ él' as a bimorphemic name consisting of two elements 
the second of which, ‘él’, meaning 'God' or 'of God’, just as all other Hebrew 
names having such ending, literally 'the Mika’ of God. Seeing, however, 


les) enn 

(1) Except for the fact, stated earlier, that the Arabic 'k' normally mutates to the Hebrew i 
__ k’after a vowel sound, i.e, ‘i’ in the Koranic ‘Mikal’ 

(2) The Analytical Hebrew and Chaldee Lexicon, op. cit., P. 484. 

(3) Hebrew aleph is a full consonant representing the guttural stop (Arabic hamza). Unless 
dotted, however, when occurs middle or final, it quiesces in favor of the preceding 
__ diacritical mark; whence ‘Mikal' with or without undotted aleph. 


mi yy. 
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» analyzed by Hebrew lexicographers 


; bent Mains that the name ‘Michael’ is as 
ancient as to be coined before the birth of the Hebrew language, when 


Hebrew interrogative 'mi?' equally stood, just as Arabic ‘mann’, for both 
interrogative 'who?' and 'who' or ‘he who’, the relative pronoun. In such 
case, the Hebrew 'Mika’él', taken declaratively, would mean ‘he who is like 
God', ie. God’s Representative or Agent, nearest to the Koranic ‘Mikal’, 


which is derived from the Arabic WKL, meaning to empower, the cognate 
of the Hebrew YKL, meaning to be able or enabled, 


In either case, ie. whether the Hebrew ‘Mika’ él' 


is to be pronounced 
Mikal’ with undotted quiescent silent aleph, or kept as it is currently 


pronounced 'Mika’él' in the sense of ‘he who is like God’, the Koranic ‘Mikal’, 
meaning the empowered one, proves to be the most identical Arabicization, 
far beyond the reach of all Biblical exegetes and lexicographers combined. 


ICNGNG 
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III. Malek 


DPS 


The Koranic ‘Malek’ occurs only once in the whole Koran in the context 
relating disbelievers’ torment in hell, which is so horrible and unceasing to 
the extent that they would implore for their immediate annihilation: 


{"And they will cry: ‘O Malek (Keeper of Hell)! Would your 
Lord annihilate us’, He (Malek) will say: ‘(Nay) Verily you 
shall abide forever’.”} [Kor. Az-Zokrof (Decoration): 77] 


It is very clear from The context that ‘Malek’, who is not mentioned 
anywhere in the whole Biblical heritage, functions as an archAngel charged 
with watching over inflicting Divine Chastisement in hell upon disbelievers, 
ie. he is the chief custodian of ‘Hellfire’. 


Being only intelligible as the simple agentive form from the Arabic MLK, 
meaning to own, possess, or, figuratively, to have under one’s own absolute 
command (from which, the Arabic 'malik’, i.e. 'king' is derived), the name 
‘Malek’ is genuinely Arabic and, hence, lies outside the scope of the present 
research. Yet, it is inserted herein just to stress the fact that, using an Arabic 
name in such vocative statement (O Malek!), disbelievers in hell who 
inevitably speak different languages on earth will all speak Arabic, and to 
demonstrate that non-Biblical names of figures which are not mentioned 
in the Bible may often occur in the Koran in their original Arabic form. 


YOCoyo 


These three names, together, occur only once in the whole Koran, in 
the course of assimilating witchcraft to sheer apostasy, God, the Almighty, 


IV. Hariit. V. Marit. 
VI. Babylon (Babel) 


I. 


says: 


The word ‘magic’ (Arabic ‘sehr’) in the above Verse means ‘black magic 
or ‘sorcery, whose agents, as unmistakably stated in the above Koranic Verse, 


- 


{“They followed what the Shayatin (devils) gave out (falsely 
of the magic) in the lifetime of Solomon. Solomon did not 
disbelieve, but the Shayatin disbelieved, teaching men magic 
and such things that came down at Babylon to the two 
Angels, Hariit and Mdriit, but neither of these two (Angels) 
taught anyone (such things) till they had said, ‘We are only 
for trial, so disbelieve not (by learning this magic from us). 
And from these (Angels) people learn that by which they cause 
separation between man and his wife, but they could not thus 
harm anyone except by God’s Leave. And they learn that which 
harms them and profits them not. And indeed they knew that 
that whoever acquired it (magic) would have no share in the 
Hereafter, And how bad indeed was that for which they sold 
themselves, if they but knew.”} Kor: Al-Baqarah (The Cow): 102] 


— 


are devils, i.e. Satan's apostate tribe of the Jinn, eternal enemies o¢ Adan 
progeny and, thence, inadmissibly capable of scheming through their Mac; 
any good for mankind, their medium sorcerer, as well as the spellboung 
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How, then, could Angels such as Hariit and Mariit be Heavenly chargeq 
to teach magic in Babylon as clearly stated in the above Verse? The answer 
is given in the same Verse by the same two Angelic magic-teachers. We are 
only for trial, so disbelieve not (by learning this magic from us). That ig, 
learn but do not practice, or, learn from us just to keep off therefrom, 


The Bible, to be true, is completely silent about the story of Hiriit and 
Marit as related in the Koran, which would suggest that these two Names 
are in fact genuinely Arabic in origin, according to the method we adopt in 
the present research. 


GHG 


Building on the bold assumption that there is nothing solid in the Koran 
unless already found in Biblical writings, some Orientalists could, however, 
link the two Koranic names Hariit and Miriit to the so-called ‘Orioch’ and 
‘Marioch; two Angels related in the Book of Enoch (Slavonic text) to have 
received the command ‘to keep the page (upon which the revelations made 
to Enoch are written) for the times (to come). Evidently, that was not the 
mission of Koranic Hariit and Mariit. But in another Ethiopian text of the 
Book of Enoch - only found later in its Slavonic and Ethiopian translations 
~ certain unnamed Angels are related to have taught men ‘magic formulas 
for conjuring, and the method of cutting up relations, which is identical to 
the mission of Hariit and Mariit as related in the Koran. Thereupon, those 
Orientalists came to the conclusion that the human author of the Koran, 


ie. Mohammad, modeled Koranic Hariit and Mariit on Slavonic Orioch 
and Mi ioch, ascrib 


ing to them, however, the mission of magic-teaching 
thiopian, not the Slavonic, Book of Enoch". 
ac ous argument only testifies to the fact that those 
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to question the Koran Divine Authorship. In this respect, how come 
that Mohammad, unaided by Divine Revelation, could be singularized 
among all his contemporaries, Judeo-Christians and Muslims alike, to 
have learnt anything about Slavonic Orioch and Marioch, together with 
their mission differently narrated in the Ethiopian version of the so- 
called Book of Enoch?! How could he find out all by himself anything 
about such Book of Enoch, lost in its hypothetical original Hebrew text, 
and found only in its Slavonic and Ethiopian translations separately 
extracted later from Bulgarian and Ethiopic church archives?! Why did 
the Slavonic version relating to such Angelic mission differ so widely 
from the Ethiopian one?! Were there two original Books of Enoch, 
differing thereabout, on which two translators worked separately?! How 
come, then, that such two different versions be so known to the Prophet 
as to mix them up, while none of his contemporaries, Judeo-Christians 
and Muslims had any knowledge even if the existence of any Book of 
Enoch?! How could he find out all about these two different versions 
so as to reconcile them in only one Koranic Verse or a part thereof, and 
how much time, indeed, was needed of him to make such an effort that 
had to take later so many years of collective multidisciplinary research?! 
How could he, then, find enough time for gathering information, so 
huge indeed, on which to build other Koran truths covering all fields of 
knowledge, and unattainable in terms of time and effort to any human 
mind on both collective and individual levels?! 


It is worth notice, however, that the Koran, unlike the Ethiopian ver- 
sion of the so-called ‘Book of Enoch; accurately stated where the magic- 
teaching mission did take place. It was in Babylon, all right! We know from 
the scribe of the Genesis that God (most probably some of God’s Angels) 
descended once in Babylon to confound the language of the Babylonians 
that they might not understand one another’s speech Gen. XI: 8-9), in an 
unhappy effort to explain lingual differentiation of mankind. The scribal 
explanation of this Angelic descent in Babylon could not, as stated earlier, 
be the right one, since human languages were already different long be- 
fore the birth of Babylon, and Angels, therefore, needed not initiate what 
as already a universal fact. Is it not more probable that such Angelic mis- 
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sion of disseminating confusion was in fact the magic-teaching by Koran, 
Ic 


Hariit and Mariit? 
SHH 


Notwithstanding phonetical resemblance in Slavonic Orioch and 
Marioch assimilated to Koranic Hiariit and Mariit, these two Koran; 
figures, unspoken of in the Bible, had to bear in the Koran their own Original 
names in terms of primary Arabic, according to the method we adopt in 
the present research. Modeled on Arabic ‘fa'liit, denoting the intensifieg 
agentive form, Hiariit and Mariit are most probably coined from genuine 
Arabic H’R and M’R, respectively, with softened, i.e. quiescent, guttural 
stop (Arabic ‘hamza’), meaning ‘he who disturbs’ and ‘he who corrupts: 
respectively, in designation of their magic-teaching mission in Babylon, 


HEE 


As to the name ‘Babylon; Koranic ‘Babel; it is explained, as stated earlier, 
by mere Arabicization: ‘bab+el; i.e. ‘gate unto God? identical to Babylonian 
‘bab+ilu: It is also explained by means of onomastic portrayal: The city 
of Babylon, Babylonian ‘babilu; literally, ‘gate unto God’ (i.e. ‘gate unto 
Heaven’), was most probably so named after the legendary tower which 
the Babylonians, essentially astrolaters, built as an observatory to monitor 
their god-stars and communicate with them. It was through this very gate 
that the two Angels Hariit and Mariit came down on them to deliver their 
magic-teaching mission in Babylon. The Koran states: 


{“.. and such things that came down at Babylon ...”} 
[Kor. Al-Bagarah (The Cow): 102] 
It means: And what was descended on the two Angels through the “Gate 


unto Heaven”. 
QYO2COYO 
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According to the Arabic dictionar 
Arabic trilateral “DN, i.e., to dwell 


or abiding, Koranic (‘Adn) never 0 
genitival construction with Arabic 


y; (Adn) is averbal noun from genuinely 
or abide, denoting the act of dwelling 
Ccurs in the absolute, but invariably in 


jannat’ (ice., gardens); whence, Koranic 
‘ Seay ¢ 2 aay ‘ * > . 
Jannat-u Adn-en) i.e. ‘gardens of abidance™, referring to the eternal abode 


of everlasting bliss in the Hereafter teserved for the inheritors of Heaven. 
Such Koranic term, Jannit-u ‘Adn-en’ (ice., 


obviously does not befit Adam's garden in Heaven before the Fall (Adam's 
eating the forbidden fruit), since Adam’s first stay in Heaven was interrupted 
the day he forgetfully disobeyed the Lord by eating from the forbidden tree, 
on the promise to be re-brought therein on the Day of Judgment together 
with his progeny, if, guided by Divine Lights, they keep up with God’s 
Commandments on this planet. Thus, the erudite Koran, in respect of 
Adams first stay in Heaven, speaks not of a ‘garden of abidance’ but simply 
of ‘Al-Jannah; i.e. ‘The Garden’, because Adam’s first Heavenly Abode was 
only temporary, which, by that very fact, excludes the qualifying genitive 
_(Adn), denoting everlastingness. 


‘gardens of abidance), 


(1) Always in the plural, ‘gardens of abidance; to stress the Divine Promise in the Koran 
that everyone of the true believers will have his/her own Garden in Heaven. 
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Yet, the unscholarly scribe of the Genesis, unlike the magnificent Ko 
uses Eden} Hebrew (‘Eden), exclusively to refer to Adam's garden, ‘T}j, iy 
scribal error results from the fact that Biblical Hebrew inheriteg the - 
(Eden) from original Arabic (‘Adn) (abidance), without ascertaining k 
real meaning in the mother language, i.e. Arabic. To prove, the Arabic i: 
‘DN in its simplest form is not used in Hebrew as a finite verb (to ve ; 
abide), but only in one derived conjugation (hit‘edden) as a back formation 
from (Eden), meaning ‘to lead a pleasant or voluptuous life’, as one living in 
(‘Eden). Owing to the fact that Biblical Hebrew does not include the Arabic 
sound ’ (Gayn) which in Hebrew script is written and pronounced identi eal 
to Arabic (‘) (Ayn) - whenever a Semitic root containing the sound Y is 
common to both Arabic and Hebrew ~ the Hebrew equivalent drops, both 
in script as well as in pronunciation, the ‘f° sound for the (*) sound, such ag 
Arabic ‘golam’ (a youth, young man), which mutates in Hebrew to (lem), 
In an unsuccessful attempt to explain the original denotation of the root 
‘DN, never used in the Hebrew, the Biblical lexicographers take it, not from 
Arabic ‘DN, but rather from Arabic GDN, meaning in Arabic ‘to be pliant, 
luxuriant; in order to conclude, guessingly, that Biblical (Eden) would mean 
‘delight, ‘pleasure; etc., and that Biblical ‘Gan-‘Eden; i.e. ‘Garden of Eden’ 
would then mean ‘garden of pleasure’ or ‘garden of delight, whereas the 
original word for pleasure or delight in Hebrew is ‘Noam’ (Arabic ‘Na‘im). 


But why did Hebrew lexicographers conclude to understand the unused 
Hebrew ‘DN not in terms of Arabic ‘DN, meaning ‘to dwell or abide, but in 
terms of Arabic GDN, meaning ‘to be pliant or luxurious’? 


The reason is quite simple: The scribe of the Genesis conceives (‘Eden) 
not as a garden in Heaven, qualified by the verbal noun (‘Adn) (abidance) 
to be a durable and everlasting Heavenly Abode reserved for the righteous 
in the Hereafter, but rather as Adam’s garden on this planet: 


“And the Lord God planted a garden eastward in Eden: and there 
He put the man whom He had created” [Gen. II: 8] 


For him, it is not ‘Garden of Eden, but ‘Garden in Eden, a place-nam® 
not a qualifying genitive, since the only Hebrew (‘Eden) is a place-name of $ 
_ fertile region somewhere in Mesopotamia (Modern Iraq). Thus, the notio® 
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or abide, both unknown to Bi 


ace over the Hebrew, now 
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former ‘Holy’ B ks held Divine: and 
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Fall, but everlastingly, this time, 
a garden by which to abide forever. Therefore, it had to be qualified 


a garden of abidance, ‘Jannat-u ‘Adn-en, so that Adam and his progeny 
could be assured that the reward of the pio 


us in the Hereafter would not be 
interrupted unlike their forefather’s first stay in Heaven. 


To this Eternal Heavenly Abode, ‘Janniat-u ‘Adn-en, Adam used to 
summon the first generation of mankind on earth, so insistently that 
the qualification (‘Adn-en) (of abidance) came to be handed down from 

_ 8€neration to generation as an integral part of a proper name ‘jannit-u 
— ‘Adn-en’ designating the eternal abode of the pious in the Hereafter. 
No better pagan 


calter, and no 


than pre-Koranic Arabs unbelieving in any Heavenly 

ess heathen than pre-Christian Greeks having their 
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humanly shaped and humanly behaving gods living in the slopes of 
Olympus, the scribe of the Genesis, unable to find any semantic detent 
in Biblical (Eden), in terms of the Hebrew language, conceive d (Eden). 
place name referring to that fertile region in Mesopotamia. [t is ane a 

garden on this earthly planet, ‘Gan be-‘Eden’ or Garden in Eden, es y 
gathered together both God, Angels, Adam, Eve, Satan and the serpent 
Gen. II and Gen. III]. cf 
Koranic (Adn) is originally Arabic, indeed, and so is Koranic ‘Firdawe 

Ss; 


Sunt 


as we shall see. 


$b 


Koranic ‘Firdaws, or more precisely ‘Al-Firdaws’ i.e. ‘Paradise’ Occurs 
only twice in the whole Koran: 
(1) {“Enn-al ladina émanu wa- amil-ussédlihat-i kinat lahom janndt-u] 
firdaws-i nuzul-a”}, lit.: 
{“Verily! Those who believe (in the Oneness of God) and do 
righteous deeds shall have the Gardens of Al-Firdaws (the 


Paradise) for their entertainment.”} 
[Kor. Al-Kahf (The Cave): 107] 


(2) {“Ula@ika hom-ul wiiritiin; al-ladina yaritiin-al firdaws-a hom fiha 
kélidiin”}, (speaking of perfect believers committed to good deeds) 
lit.: 

{“These are indeed the inheritors who shall inherit the Firdaws 


(Paradise). They shall dwell therein forever.”} 
[Kor. Al-Mo’meniin (The Believers): 10-11] 


From the two instances above, there appears a net difference i 
degree concerning the Heavenly Reward reserved for the righteous i? 
the Hereafter: (I) The ‘Gardens of Paradise’ in the first instance, for the 
believers in general, and (II) ‘Paradise’ itself reserved for perfect believers 
in the second. This means that ‘Paradise’ is not a common orchard amons 
Heavenly Gardens but it is indeed the most distinguished amongst all. This 
is confirmed by a recorded Hadith of the Prophet (PBUH), explaining th¢ 


te 


ee 


- = 


n Heaven 
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meaning of ‘Al-Firdaws’: 
« edd saaltum-ui Lah-a fasaliih-ul firdaws, fa-innah-u awsat-ul 
jannah (aw kiyar-ul jannah)...” 


This means: 
« Jfever you ask God, then ask Him for Al-Firdaws, because it is 
the Center of Heaven (or Heaven at best)...” 
[Related by Al-Bukhari] 


The word ‘Heaven’ in the English translation of this Hadith means ‘Al- 
Jannah, the abode of the blessed in the Hereafter. 


e it as a verbal noun in the emphatic form to 


Most Koranic exegetes tak 
pread 


mean ‘the most spacious, from Arabic quadriliteral FRDS, i.e., to s 


extensively. 

In Semitic languages, however, quadriliteral roots are not original 
ones, but rather (I) an intensifying doubling of two thirds of a triliteral, 
LZL, ie., to shake violently, from triliteral ZLL, ie., to stumble; 
iliteralized’ i.e. augmented with a fourth consonant 

mere emphasis, as in QSTS, i.e., to be most fair™, 
from triliteral QST, i.e., to be fair; (III) a combination by two thirds of two 
distinct triliterals to denote a combined meaning, as in DHR], ie., to roll, 
precisely to push or move a solid matter along a surface, from DHW, to 
fling, and RJJ, to rock; or (IV) a back-formation from a noun of unknown 
etymology, as in SRDQ, back-formed from ‘Soradeq’ i.e. a ‘huge tent. 
for FRDS to mean extensive spreading, it should be a 
the second type, i.e. FRD+S, from triliteral FRD, to spread, 


as in Z 
(11) a triliteral ‘quadr 
to mark, for example, 


Obviously, 
quadriliteral of 

_ augmented with emphasizing ‘S. 
- On my part, I do disagree with such exegetes taking ‘Firdaws’ from 

_ FRD+S, to mean ‘most spread, or ‘most spacious’ (garden), simply because it 
_ does not, for the least, befit the denotation given to ‘Firdaws’ by the greatest 
- Arabist of all times (ie., the Prophet) in the foregoing Hadith: ‘Center 
en’ or ‘Heaven at Best. To conform to the Prophet's explanation, 
S should rather be a quadriliteral of the third type, a combination by 
aise Festa Set (e> ANKX) oduct see (1) 


is derived. Ase lenigiw 


fair Dalian 


e Koran 
ad DWS, originelly to tread, Hom which “Daws; a heavy 
finition of Arabic ‘Jannah’ (orchard), wh; h 
: c 


the de 
ing ‘the best orchard; identical to the Propher, 
$ 
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be the best, 4 
arbored forest, nearest to 
results in ‘Rirdaws’ mean 
explanation. 

‘Rirdaws, however, 
Koranic period, applying especi 
‘noblest’ of all gardens in the vi 
‘Karm, the Arabic word for English ‘vineyard, is 
Arabic triliteral KRM, to be ‘noble: 


Yet, certain other Koran ¢ 


Koranic innovation; it did exist in the pie 
ally to ‘gardens of grapes’ or ‘vineyards’ the 
ew of the Arabs. It is no coincidence that 
undisputedly derived from, 


is not a 


xegetes, followed as usual by modern 


Orientalistic Koran opponents, the first beneficiaries of such exegetic 
aberrations, thought that Koranic ‘Firdaws was not originally Arabic 
but rather a loanword Arabicized from Greek or Persian. Building on die 
silly assumption that the Koran is a man-made text copying freely from 
the Old and New Testaments, such Orientalists hurriedly came to the 
conclusion that the Koranic ‘Rirdaws’ was coined from Greek Gospels’ 
‘Paradeiso’ (Paradise), unattestedly believed to be borrowed from Iranian 
‘Pardez’, ultimately retraceable to Avestan ‘Pairi+Daeza, lit., ‘surrounding 


wall, meaning ‘orchard. In fact, the Evangelic Greek ‘Paradeiso’ occurs only 


once in the whole New Testament, namely, in Luke’s Gospel, quoting Jesus 
speaking to the penitent criminal crucified by his side: 


“Truly, I say to you, today you will be with me in Paradise” 
(Luke. XXIII: 43] 


* wie tg ‘Paradeiso is translated ‘Al-Firdaws’ in the Arabic version 

es Gospel, no doubt under the influence of Koranic ‘Firdaws, 
i a Pyangelic ‘Paradeiso. It is clear from the quotation in 
re cide Y i omertog Jesus meant the eternal abode of the blessed in 
: i, a“ is i Hebrew translator of Luke's Gospel, seemingly 
mie yaa x panaetie of Paradeiso’ in the Hebrew-Aramaic, 
eee . ranslated it into Biblical Hebrew ‘Gan-‘Eden, i¢. 
‘Eden’, : “Amen 6mer ani leka ki hayyém tehye ‘mmiadi be-Gan- 


(1) See Luke (XXITI: 43), in 

Bits : 43), in ‘Haberit Hehadasa, 

= original h New Testament Hebrew translation fro 
a al Greel lebrew tion from 
con om published by Trinitarian Bible Society, p.177. 
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Nearest to Evangelic ‘Paradeiso’ 


however, there is { ibli 
» Pardés) occ » there is indeed a Biblical 
homonymous ‘Pardés; occurring only once in the whole Old Testament, 
nt. IV: 13), which the scribe uses as a 
arden or orchard“), 
A few remarks in this regard are of relevance: 


namely, in the Song of Solomon (Ca 
strict synonym of Hebrew ‘Gan’ i.e, g 


(1) Evangelic ‘Paradeiso’ is § 


tst known from Ecclesiastic Greek, i.e., 
several decades after Jesus 


> 
S ascension; 


(2) Greek oy, contained, long before Jesus Christ, Greek ‘Kipos, 
garden, ‘Oporokipos; fruit-garden, and especially ‘Periboli’, lit., 


‘walled place; from Greek Periballein, meaning ‘to surround, the 
exact equivalent of its unattested Iranian Origin, ‘Pardez, from 
Avestan ‘Pairi+Daeza; ‘sur ounding wall; and thus, Luke needed not 
to coin Evangelic ‘Paradeiso’ after originally Persian ‘Pardez’ in place 
of originally Greek ‘Periboli, unless Luke was in fact transliterating 


Solomon’ Biblical ‘Pardés’ as uttered on the cross by the Hebrew- 
Aramaic person whom he quoted; 


(3) The Hebrew translator of Luke's Greek Gospel was wrong in 
translating Evangelic ‘Paradeiso’ into Hebrew ‘Gan-‘Eden’ and notinto 
Hebrew ‘pardés; the homonymous synonym equivalent to Evangelic 
‘Paradeiso, meant by Jesus to denote the blissful abode in Heaven, 
not Adam's earthly garden of Eden, or Garden in Eden, as conceived 
by the scribe of the Genesis, unless influenced by Christian theology 
later placing Garden of Eden in Heaven; 


(4) The English translator of the Old Testament was equally wrong in 
translating Solomon's Biblical ‘pardés’ into English ‘orchard not into 
‘Paradise, adopting the English form of Evangelic ‘Paradeiso; as if not 

4 ‘ __ sure of the exact meaning of ‘Paradeiso’; 


(5) In his song, Solomon undoubtedly uses ‘Pardés’ in a figurative 


h & Foreign Bible Society, London, p.1158, where Hebrew ‘Gan is translated into 
‘Garden and Hebrew ‘pardés’ into English ‘Orchard. 


le in the Koran 
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ebrew knew of Biblical ‘Pardés’ long bef 
€ 


categorically means that H 
Solomon; 

(6) Claiming that Biblical ‘Pardés’ was borrowed from Eeclesiastic Greek 
‘Paradeiso’ and not vice versa would be impossible, since it was } ohh 
in Greek after, not before, the Song of Solomon, in imitation re 
inevitably Jesus's Biblical ‘Pardés’; 

(7) Although being of unknown Hebrew etymology, the New Bible 
Dictionary”, Hebrew-Hebrew, defines Biblical ‘Pardés’ as follows; (1) 
‘matta‘gadiir; i.e. walled plantation or ‘gan ‘esé peri, i.e. garden of fruit. 
trees; and (II) ‘atah miyoar (gadiir), ie. (walled) thicket surface, 
nearest to Arabic ‘daws, second element in Koranic ‘Firdaws, meanin g 
‘heavily arbored forest’, as stated earlier; and finally 


(8) In the same sense that Evangelic ‘Paradeiso’ is not originally Greek 
because unintelligible in terms of the Greek language, especially 
as far as its second element ‘deiso’ is concerned, which means that 
‘Paradeiso’ is in no doubt a ‘loanword’ borrowed by Luke from a 
foreign language, Biblical ‘Pardés’ used by Solomon in his song is 
equally unintelligible or unanalyzable in terms of Hebrew, which 
means that ‘Pardés’ is also a ‘loanword’ borrowed by Biblical Hebrew 
from a foreign language. 


Was ‘Pardés; then, borrowed as supposed from unattested Iranian ‘Pardez’ 
through Avestan ‘PairitDaeza, meaning ‘Walled Place’ or ‘Surrounding 
Wall; from which Koranic ‘Firdaws’ was modeled either directly on Persian 
‘Pardez’ or indirectly through Biblical ‘Pardés’? 

We should first convene that Persian ‘Pardez’ originally means ‘a wall; or 
‘a wall around; i.e. merely an ‘enclosure’ regardless of its contents, whether 
‘flowers, ‘vegetables; ‘trees’ or anything else, which is identical to Arabic 
‘Hiait’ (wall), equally used in Arabic to denote ‘orchard; originally meaning 
enclosure, the same as Latin ‘Hortus’ (orchard) and Greek ‘Chortos’ 
(farmyard). 

(1) See ‘Hammilén Hehadaé Latanak’, Dr. ZVI Raday & Prof. Chaim Rabin, printed 
in Israel, 1989, by Yehoshua Orenstein, ‘Yavneh’ Publishing House Ltd. and Keter 

Publishing House, Jerusalem Ltd., P.O.B. 7145, Jerusalem, P. 482. 


ch. Il; Adam in Heaven 


ial nen ee om Koran need to borrow ‘Firdaws’ from Persian 
‘pardez: just to mean a simple ‘wall’ or enclosure 


ordinary ‘orchard’ undistinguished in anything from 
it actually has the exact Arabic equivalent ‘Hit, an 
the Koran means by ‘Firdaws’ not a simple orchard, 
Excellence’ as told in the foregoing Hadith of the P 
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and, by extension, an 
‘other’ orchards, while 
d despite the fact that 
but rather ‘Orchard par 
rophet? 

In this regard, we may introduce some points as follows: 


(1) Linguists are not sure that Iranian ‘Pardez’ is coined from Avestan 
« eee > P. 
Pairi+Daeza’ (surrounding wall)”, and not itself a ‘loanword’ in 
Persian borrowed from foreign sources, e.g., from Koranic ‘Firdaws. 


(2) Koranic ‘Al-Firdaws; in the sense of “The Orchard par Excellence; is 
only and exclusively intelligible in terms of the mother-language, i.e. 
the Arabic ‘Forr+Daws, meaning “The Daws par Excellence, where 
‘Daws in Arabic stands literally for ‘heavily arbored forest or thicket’ 
equivalent to Arabic Jannah, garden or orchard. 


(3) Accepting that Solomon's Pardés is a loanword in Biblical Hebrew, 
it inevitably should have been borrowed either from (I) posterior 
Evangelic ‘Paradeiso, (II) unattested Iranian ‘Pardez, or (III) Arabic 
‘Firdaws, and nowhere else. Here, the first hypothesis is untenable, 
the second, for the least, improbable, whereas, linguistically speaking, 
the last, i.e. the Arabic origin, remains the only solid one. 


Nevertheless, if, as demonstrated, Koranic ‘Firdaws’ is of purely Arabic 
origin, was it transmitted first to the Persians directly through the Arabs, or 
rather through the Hebrews, borrowing from their own mother language? 
While both suggestions have no bearing on ‘Firdaws’ Arabity, the second 
appears to be the most probable, since the Iranian form, ‘Pardez; is closer 
_ to Hebrew ‘Pardés’ than to Arabic ‘Firdaws, not to mention that, in late 


(1) See definition and etymology of English ‘Paradise, in Webster's New World Dictionary, 
3" College Edition, 1988, op. cit., P. 979. 
(2) Unlike Persian, Greek and Hebrew, Arabic does not have the ‘P’ sound (unvoiced ‘F). 
ti) sound in Hebrew is only possible when being initial, like ‘Pardés, doubled or 
+ ece by a vowel sound, although written ‘F’ in Hebrew script all through. This 
sbic initial ‘F’ as in ‘Firdaws’ is pronounced ‘P’ in Hebrew, as in ‘Pardes. 
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Biblical times, precisely around the end of the sixth century B.c_, 
the Persian invasion of Babylonia, the Babylonian-Aramaic, neareg 


the Hebrew, was maintained as the official language in the whole Petaien 


empire, including Palestine. 
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IX. Gehenna (JJ ahannam) 


A flagrant instance of plain unscholarship is the Orientalistic unfounded 
daim that Koranic Jahannam’ (ie, Hell) is not originally Arabic, but 
rather, it is an Arabicized form modeled on Evangelic ‘Gehenna; originally 
‘Geenna in Greek Gospels, e.g., in Luke, quoting Jesus: 


‘I tell you, my friends, do not fear those who kill the body, and 
after that have no more that they can do, But I will warn you 
whom to fear: fear Him who, after He has killed, has power to 
cast into hell (written ‘Geenna’ in the Greek original).” 


[Luke. XII: 4-5] 


The hint here is being undoubtedly to the Eternal Hereafter Abode of 
endless torment designated for the wicked dying unrepentant. 


This name, 'Gehenna’, Luke's 'Geenna), given by Jesus to such a place 
of Divine Eternal Chastisement in the Hereafter, has no homonymous 
counterpart in Hebrew Old Testament, where it is given the Hebrew 
name ‘Se6l’ (English ‘Sheol’), translated in the Septuagint into Greek 
‘Hades; denoting, in Greek mythology, ‘the home of the dead, beneath the 
earth: Behind this Greek translation, there undoubtedly lies the fact that 
Hebrew ‘Seo’ originally means a ‘grave’ and only, by extension, ‘the abode 
(1) The ‘H’ sound is only possible in Greek when initial in a word beginning with a vowel; 

Not possessed of the letter ‘H’ Greek alphabet uses for this purpose a special sign 
dotting such initial vowel. 


a 
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1). This too pessimistic Old Testament concep 

; . 
g one and the same gloomy fate for ‘yp i n 


] 


of the departed souls 
of the Hereafter, designatin fants 
‘righteous or wicked; in one and same Hell, is in no doubt the resuyj » 
contemporaneous Greek mythology influence on Old Testament SCribes 
on the one hand, and of Old Testament too suspicious reticence de F 
imprecision about any Hereafter, on the other hand. It was only throy eh 
‘Kingdom of Heaven’ introduced by Jesus Christ that such lofty Notion, 
began to take shape in Biblical writings, until the advent, at last, of ¢, : 
Koran, culminating all Divine Revelation, which described ‘Heaven’ anq 
‘Hell in full details, and defined, with great unprecedented precision, the 
whole truth about the ‘Hereafter. I do not mean by this that the only one 
Divine Religion preached by all God's Prophets and Messengers from Adam 
to Mohammad had underwent gradual changes concerning such basic 
truth as the ‘Hereafter’, but what I really mean is: Unlike the Koran, where 
the Speaker is God Himself throughout, both Old and New Testament 
scribes were ordinary humans writing from memory or tradition, liable 
to unintentional omissions, misconceptions, mistranslations and mere 
oblivion, let alone misleading scribal insertions influenced by heathen 
legendry all around, such as the humanly shaped God in scribal Pentateuch 
and the Son-God in the Gospels. 


Seeing, however, that Evangelic 'Gehenna’ was quite different from its 
Biblical counterpart ‘Sed!’ and, unable to conceive of Jesus introducing in 
his own vernacular Hebrew-Aramaic a loanword, i.e. Evangelic ‘Gehenna, 
from possible foreign sources, Biblical scholars strived instead to find by 
all means any genuine Hebrew word from which Jesus would have coined 
Evangelic ‘Gehenna’ They finally managed to find it in Hebrew ‘Gé- 
Hinnom (the valley of Hinnom), originally ‘Gé-bené-Hinnom’ (the valley 
of the sons of Hinnom), where ‘Hinnom is a proper name of a persons 4 
proper name unexplainable, however, in Hebrew terms, which would mean 
that the man ‘Hinnom could not himself be a Hebrew person. Building 
on this unattested hasty assumption, that Evangelic ‘Gehenna is modeled 
on Hebrew ‘Gé-Hinnom, Koran opponents among modern Orientalists 


Babies iat yilnadend tree kay 
(1) For definition and etymology of Biblical ‘Sel, see, under Hebrew triliteral S'L, “Th 
Analytical Hebrew and Chaldee Lexicon, op. cit., P. 694. 
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hurried to maintain that Koranic ‘ 


h J innam’ (ice ‘Hell’) was 

Evange ic ‘Gehenna. influen ced | ce modeled on 
: ie sa Few ‘Gé-Hinnom, thought b Jesus 
to mean ‘Hell’ in Hebrew. > & y ‘ 


This is categorically untenable, because: 


g-place was not enough 


it with Hebrew Ses? and, hence, for Jesus to 
build thereon his Evangelic ‘Gehenna; ie. ‘Hell’ 


(2) Up to the time of Jesus, there is no linguistic evidence that Hebrew 


'Gé-Hinnom mutated to Hebrew-Aramaic ‘Gehenna, used by Jesus 
according to Luke in the above quotation (Luke. XII: 4-5]. Were Jesus, 
by Evangelic ‘Gehenna literally referring to Hebrew ‘Gé-Hinnom, he 
would have used the original Hebrew word as it is, and refrained 
from changing it to ‘Gehenna; lest the latter be misunderstood by his 
Hebrew-Aramaic audience as meaning ‘not the valley of Hinnom; 
but ‘the valley there!’ ‘G@ being ‘valley’ and ‘henna’ denoting ‘there!’ 
It might also be said that Evangelic ‘Gehenna was originally ‘Gehenn, 
augmented with final ‘a representing the definite article placed as a 
tule in the Aramaic after the noun it qualifies, not before it as usual 
in other languages, which would result in ‘Gehenna’ meaning ‘the 
Gehenn’; but, here again, there is no such ‘Gehenn’ in the Hebrew- 
Aramaic, 

(3) Curiously, triliteral GYA, supposed by Hebrew grammarians to be 
the root from which Hebrew 'Gé (valley) was coined, is recognized 


EE 
(1) See, under ‘Gehenna, Webster's Dictionary, 3" College Edition, op. cit., P. 560. See also, 
_ under Hebrew ‘Gé, The Analytical Hebrew and Chaldee Lexicon, op, cit. P. 135, where 
_ Hebrew ‘Gé-Hinnom is strictly defined as a place name and no more: a valley on the 
Southeast quarter of Jerusalem. | _ 
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by the same grammarians to be nonexistent in Hebrew, bu; 


borr, 
. y 
from original Arabic ]WY, which means that Hebrew Gé-Hin at 
- «< ? n f 
at least in respect of the first element ‘Gé (valley), cognate hey : 
. , a i 5 
‘Jewa’ (extended valley), is borrowed from the Arabic, and ae ic 
Ice 


versa. That is, the Arabs ought to have known, before borrowing fro 
the Hebrew, that ‘Gé, Hinnom’s or else, was the Hebrew word Pi 
Arabic ‘Jewa’ (extended valley), which is quite different in Meanin r 
from original pre-Koranic Jahannam’ (and also Jahannam), defined 
in the Arabic dictionary as meaning ‘deep-bottomed well’ and taken 
afterwards by the Koran as an explanative proper name for ‘Hell’ the 
abode of the wicked in the Hereafter, Opposite to the Koranic ‘a}. 
Jannah’ (orchard), the abode of the blessed. 


(4) Again, if taken from Hebrew 'Gé-Hinnom’, as contended, Luke's 
‘Gehenna’ unnecessarily drops the final ‘m’ persistent in both Hebrew 
‘Gé-Hinnom and Koranic Jahannam, which means that, if Koranic 
Jahannam is borrowed, as assumed, directly from Evangelic Greek 
‘Gehenna, then the Koran, to restore the final ‘m’ lost in Luke's 
‘Gehenna, must have retraced the Evangelic word back to Hebrew 
‘Gé-Hinnom; absolutely unmeant by Jesus for the reasons cited above, 
which is absurd. The truth is rather that Luke wrote, in his Greek, 
‘Geenna, in imitation, as uttered, of Jesus’s most probable ‘Gehennam; 
from Arabic ‘Jahannam, non-foreign to the Palestinian Aramaic, 
Jesus's own vernacular, but dropping the final ‘m, most probably on 
the assumption that it was a grammatical ending, as he did once in 
writing ‘Maria’ for ‘Mariam; Evangelic ‘Mary. 

(5) Finally, regardless of the fact that the Jews never used 'Gé-Hinnom’ 
interchangeably with Hebrew ‘Sel, i.e. Hell, and independently of 
conceding, for the debate’s sake, that Jesus might, or might not, have 
modeled his ‘Gehenna on Hebrew ‘Gé-Hinnom, rather than san 
Arabic ‘Jahannam, the Arabic word ‘Jahannam (and also ‘Jahannam) 

___ has a strict semantic denotation: a deep-bottomed well, nearest to 


1) For the Arabic origins of Hebrew ‘Gé, see under GYA, The Analytical exer 
_ Chaldee Lexicon, op. cit., P. 135, where ‘Gé is defined ‘low plain, incompatible wi 


Arabic Jahannam, i. deep-bottomed well. 
ae 
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to establish Jahannam’s’ peice s Meaningless, This is quite enough 
in respect of alleged | Si Aaa, Arabity because, as stated earlier 

8d loanwords of doubtful origin, the dispute is to 
be settled, as a rule, ? P 


in favor of the | , 4 
rn. a anguage using the particular 
word, i.e. Jahannam; in the Original sense, ite. dee 8 Pp 


WEE 
Koranic ‘Jahannam’ is originally Arabic, no doubt, readily intelligible 
to any Arab unhearing of either He 


: brew 'Gé-Hinnom or Evangelic Greek 
‘Gehenna. Yet, the magnificent Koran, determined as usual to leave no 
preposterous allegation unretorted beforehand, pictures ‘Jahannam’ in 


terms identical in meaning to its original Arabic sense (a deep-bottomed 
well), in many Koranic Verses, of which the following, comparing the 
Hereafter lot of the righteous with the horrible doom of the wicked: 


(1) {“Am man assasa bonydnahu ‘ala Safa gorofen haren fanhdra 
behi fi naéri jahannam”} 


This literally mens: 
{“or he who laid the foundation of his building on an 
undetermined brink of a precipice ready to crumble down, so 


that it crumbled to pieces with him into Jahannam's fire (i.e., 
the Fire of Hell)”} [Kor. At-Tawbah (Repentance): 109} 


(2) {“Jahannama yaslawnaha wa-bi’s-al qarar”} 
This literally mens: 
{“‘Jahannam (Hell), in which they will burn, and what an evil 
place to settle in (i.e., the worst bottom)!”} 
[Kor. Ebrahim (Abraham): 29] 
QJOojxoajo 


Xo Satan (Iblis) 


eee, 
Iblis, known only from the Koran as one of Satan’s appellatives, is 


mentioned absolutely nowhere in both the New and Old Testament. 


Unlike Koranic 'Saytan’ (Biblical ‘satan’), occasionally occurring in the 
plural form ‘Sayatin; and even possible of qualifying the wicked among 
mankind, Koranic ‘Iblis’ occurs invariably in the singular masculine 
___ form, denoting the Devil in person, used interchangeably with ‘As-Saytan’ 
(the Devil) all through, except in the vocative, where Satan is invariably 
addressed: O Iblis! (never ‘O Saytan!’), which means, beyond any risk 
of misidentification, that ‘Iblis’ is his own person's proper name, cited 
exclusively in the Koran. 


As stated earlier, names unmentioned in either the New or Old Testament, 
especially when as ancient as Koranic ‘Iblis, occur in the Koran almost close 
to their original primary Arabic form, and exclusively explainable in Arabic 
terms. The reason is obvious: The absence in former Divine Revelation of 
any foreign equivalent requiring of the Koran to follow closely so as to 

avoid the risk of misidentification. 

es, Being as it is, Satan’s proper name exclusively cited in the Koran, i.e. 
- Iblis; could but be of genuine, purely Arabic origin, and only explainable 
in Arabic terms. Indeed, most Koran exegetes, maintainers of its Arabity, 
plain the Arabic name ‘Iblis’ as meaning ‘the dumb-founded, derivable 
‘in the emphatic agentive form ‘if‘i’ from Arabic BLS, only used with 
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augmented initial hamza, i.e. ‘ablasa, to become dumb-founde dy] 
prefer ‘father of negation, built in contracted form from Arabj " 
and Arabic ‘lays, article of negation, as I shall demonstrate later. 


Wey 
‘ab, lathe, 
Nevertheless, building as usual on some Arabists and Koran exe 
who, unable to find the Arabic origin of the Koranic word, allege its Betes 
Arabity without naming, as expected of them, any possible fore; Non. 
modern Orientalists unfoundedly maintain that ‘Iblis’ is 4 
directly borrowed from Greek Evangelic ‘Diabolos’ 

English ‘devil, French ‘diable, Spanish ‘diablo, etc), 


§n SOur, ce 


loanwo, 
the Greek word e 


Before going any further, it should be noted that Evangelic ‘Diabolog 
~said to be derived in the agentive form from Greek ‘diaballein’ Originally to 
throw across®, used in the figurative to denote ‘to calumniate’, ‘to slander. 
whence the ‘Slanderer’— never occurred anywhere in the Hebrew Bible 
either in an approximate form or ina corresponding semantic denotation, 
the only name identifying the Devil in Hebrew Old Testament being 
exclusively Hebrew ‘Satan, transliterated ‘Satan’ in Greek Gospels, whence 
English ‘Satan. 

Since Biblical Hebrew ‘Satan, from Hebrew SIN, means ‘enemy; 
‘adversary, etc., which is quite different in semantic denotation from Greek 
‘Diabolos’ meaning ‘slanderer’, then Evangelic ‘Diabolos’ or ‘slanderer’ is not 
a proper name first introduced in Greek Gospels to denote the Devil, but 
rather a damnatory descriptive surname of Satan, originally uttered by Jesus 
in Hebrew-Aramaic and, then, translated into Greek, or even transliterated 
into Greek as nearest as uttered in Jesus’s own Hebrew-Aramaic. 


That is, in the same manner that Evangelic ‘Satan’ was undisputedly 
coined after Biblical Hebrew ‘Satan, Evangelic ‘Diabolos’ might as well have 
been -not an originally Greek word- but most probably a Hebrew- Aramaic 
word uttered by Jesus in his own vernacular. For example, Hebrew ‘Di 
Habal; i.e. ‘he who became vain, worthless, naught’, when Grecized in Gr eek 


(1) For example, ‘Joseph Horovitz; op. cit., P. 32. a 

(2) Being simply the sign of the nominative in Greek, final ‘sin Greek ‘Diabolo’ * 
legitimately unretained in modern European equivalents. 

(3) Akin to Arabic RJM, to stone, to be discussed later. 


—— 


yf Adam in Heaven 
js with middle ‘h’ sound dropped according to Greek phonology, 
form most akin to the agentive form of Greek ‘diaballein,, to slander, 
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took 


. ence ‘Piabolos. 

yhow, f0 speak pure logic, none of Hebrew ‘Satin’ (enemy, adversary, 
.), Evan elic ‘Diabolos’ (either Hebrew ‘vain’ or Greek ‘slanderer’) and 
vas Koranic ‘Iblis’ (either Arabic ‘dumb-founded’ or Arabic ‘father of 
: tions )» could at any event, be the first proper name given to Satan, 
piabolos oF Iblis, the day he was created, but rather a descriptive appellative 
which, by his own deeds, he earned later. Nothing warrants, indeed, that 
gatan’s original proper name, like unto ‘Satan’, ‘Diabolos’ and ‘Iblis, could 
have been in any way so degrading. According to some Koran exegetes, 
drawing 20 doubt on some Judeo-Christian tradition, narrated that his 
name before the fall was as honorable as Hebrew (‘azaz’ él), i.e. ‘he whom 
God endowed with might; or even Hebrew (‘uzzi’él), that is, ‘might of God, 
to which, according to my own opinion, Satan might have been referring 
when he swore before God to revenge himself (on mankind): 

{‘fa be'ezzatika la’ugwiyannahom ajma‘in; ella ‘ibadaka 

menhum-ul moklasin”} 


This means: 
{“By Your Might, then I will surely mislead them all, except 
Your chosen slaves amongst them (faithful, obedient, true 
believers of Islamic Monotheism).”} [Kor. Sad: 82-83] 

Here, he speaks as if he was swearing, not by God's Might, but by himself, 
referring to the proper name which might have been his own before the 
fall, that is, before he committed the most horrible and unforgivable crime: 
Rebelling against God in God’s Own Presence! 

| _ Nonetheless, Judeo-Christian tradition, occasionally influencing some 
_ Koran exegetes, goes so far as to allege that Satan, before the fall, was in fact 
__ something like the chief archAngel among Angels, the most illustrious, but 
. he fell in disgrace, loosing his rank and his beauty, and turning as ugly as 
~ deco nm ing the Spirit of Evil, the moment he revolted against the Lord; whence 
he epithet “The Fallen Angel, current in Judeo-Christian literature. 
(1) Whence, the Middle-Latin surname given to him in Christian theology, ie. ‘Lucifer, 
att 2; identified afterwards with the Morning Star, or Venus, the brightest, 
¢ planet in the solar system. 


oht-be; 
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This is not true, due to two reasons: 


(1) Satan could not have been an Angel, or else he would Not hay 
rebelled against the Lord, since Angels, God’s Servants ang Goa. 
Couriers, are created obedient-natured, incapable of thei; "ie 
accord to disobey the Almighty, and not subject to the Tes ie 
Allegiance to which are subjected free-willed creatures of both the 
Jinn and mankind; and 


(2) Contrary to such Judeo-Christian fiction, unsubstantiated by Divine 
Revelation, the magnificent Koran stated unmistakably that Satan 
belonged not to the Angel-kind but was himself of the Jinn. The 
Koran states: ‘wa-id qolna lel-malaikati-sjodu li-Adam fasajadu ell 
Iblisa kana minal jinni fafasaqa ‘an amri rabbihit lit.: 


{And (remember) when We said to the Angels: “Prostrate 
yourselves before Adam.” And they prostrated except Iblis 
(Satan). He was one of the Jinn; he disobeyed the Command 
of his Lord.} [Kor. Al-Kahf (The Cave): 50] 


The reason explaining such Judeo-Christian aberration, misconceiving 
of Satan as an Angel, or even perhaps as the ex-Archangel, is quite obvious 
for a good linguist, since he knows that the Hebrew language, the mother- 
tongue of all Biblical Prophets including Jesus himself, does not contain a 
specific name for the Jinn by which to differentiate a ‘jinn’ from an ‘Angel. 
So, the Hebrew language is left with no choice other than to combine both 
jinn and Angels under the one and same Hebrew appellation: ‘mal'akim’ 
(Angels) or ‘ruhim (spirits). 

Nonetheless, we should examine how and why did the Devil earn such 

Biblical ' , Le. th , Evangelic ‘Diabolos; 

: disparaying fares 2s cal 'Satan’, i.e. the enemy, gelic ‘Dial 
| (1) Excluding ‘Iblis’ from those who ‘did fall prostrate, ‘ella, the Arabic exceptive particle 
ae translated by English ‘except, ‘save’ etc., is to be understood here ‘except 
= «2, ise, ‘but, which belongs to high-standard Arabic, to avoid undue awkward 
conceiving of Iblis, the Jinn, as belonging to the Angel-kind, from which he is 

ADR A Beh cg : ti 

ric name meaning ‘the hiding-one(s); from Arabic JNN, to bide 
ak’) means, as stated earlier, a ‘Messenger’ from Arabic’: 


Adam in Heaven 
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meaning either Hebrew ‘dihabal’, or Greek 'slanderer', as well as Koranic 
| ipblis; meaning either ‘the dumb-founded’ or ‘father of aegationt 
The Book of the Genesis tells nothing of the reasons behind such 
inveterate enmity or harbored malice, manifested by Satan towards 
mankind and availing him his only name in the Hebrew Bible: ‘Hassatan’ 
lit., the enemy. This is only known from the Koran, the final and complete 
copy of the Divine Revelation, related with unattainable mastership in so 
many Koranic Verses, such as the following: 


{“(Remember) when your Lord said to the Angels: ‘Truly, lam 
going to create man from clay’. So when I have fashioned him 
and breathed into him (his) soul created by Me, then you fall 
down prostrate to him. So the Angels prostrated themselves, 
all of them, except Iblis (Satan) he was proud and was one of 
{ the disbelievers. (God) said: ‘O Iblis (Satan)! What prevents 
you from prostrating yourself to one whom I have created 
with Both My Hands. Are you too proud (to fall prostrate to 
Adam) or are you one of the high exalted?’ [Iblis (Satan)] 
said: ‘I am better than he, You created me from fire, and You 
created him from clay. (God) said: “Then get out from here, 
for verily, you are outcast. And verily, My Curse is on you till 
the Day of Recompense. [Iblis (Satan)] said: ‘My Lord! Give 
me then respite till the Day the (dead) are resurrected. (God) 
said: ‘Verily, you are of those allowed respite till the Day of 
the time appointed? [Iblis (Satan)] said: ‘By Your Might, 
then I will surely mislead them all, except Your chosen slaves 
amongst them (faithful, obedient, true believers of Islamic 
Monotheism).(God) said: ‘The Truth is, and the Truth I say, 
that I will fill Hell with you [Iblis (Satan)] and those of them 


(mankind) that follow you, together’.”} 


ear [Kor. Sad: 71-85] 
tt Tie above dialogue, a masterpiece of Koranic eloquence, is translated 
closest to the majestic Arabic original. This dialogue clarifies everything 


cluding Satan’s fall, its motives and outcome: 
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(1) Satan, neighboring Angels in Heaven, lived there unbothered, j,, ” 
of complete innocence, until the coming of Adam into being, sie 
God honored by creating him with His own Hands, unlike the of 
creatures created by the Divine Word “Be! And it is!” Let alone the 
unsurpassable distinction contained in God’s Command Prostratin 
Angels at Adam, as an act of reverence saluting his coming into being 


(2) Such prostration was obviously not intended to test Angels’ obedien, 
towards God’s Commands, since they were created always to obe ¥God 
willingly, incapable, so to say, to act otherwise; it was, instead, a te 
challenging Satan's arrogance, the only free-willed creature present a, 
the scene, where the Angels, whose rank obviously overrides Adams, 
did not hesitate a second to obey God’s Command. 


(3) Aware that he was addressed by the same command, either directly 
and by name, or indirectly by virtue of the fact that none is permitted 
to stand on his feet in God’s Presence among prostrated Angels, Satan, 
consumed with envy and obsessed by his arrogance towards Adam 
whom he thought God preferred to himself unjustly, went mad and 


relucted. 

(4) He had even still a chance to implore forgiveness and repent, when 
asked to explain his reluctant attitude in respect of a Divinely 
commanded prostration before him whom God created with His 
own Hands and before whom Angels, undisputedly of upper rank 


than his, were made to fall prostrating by God’s Command. 


(5) Yet, Satan would not even apologize, but superciliously went on to 
demonstrate his presumed superiority to Adam, curiously using 
in such demonstration the elemental ‘Fire above Mire’ unattested 
argument, insinuating that God, the Just, was unjust in commanding 
such prostration, but first of all overlooking that God, Creator of the 


whole universe, is free to judge in His own Kingdom. 


(6) Persistent in his abhorrent, avowedly unrepented sinful act of showin8 


8 iw peeecse in God’s Presence, Satan was deservedly condemned to 


tot a 


ch Ik Adam in Heaven 


(7) Satan ought to have known Satan W183 


b and his progeny into 
misleadi rat ara 
to eat from the forbidden tree, Y misleadingly inspiring into Adam 


‘ Causing his expulsi 
and then waging a war of Lani § His expulsion from Heaven, 


‘ ement against 
Adam until the end of the World: gainst every one born to 


(8) Foolishly unaware that misleadin 
punishable sin, Satan was warne: 
this way would avail him no relie 
deepest in Hell, together with all 
God’s Warning to mankind: 


8 into sin was in itself an equally 
d that seeking his self-revenge in 
f from his doomed horrible agony 
those misled by him, heedless of 


{*Surely, Satan is an enemy to you, 


So take (treat) him as an 
enemy.’} 


[Kor. Fater (The Originator): 6] 
Hence, Satan earned his name, i.e. the enemy. 


BR 


_ Another self-earned epithet of Satan's occurring in the Koran and 
current in Muslim speech, especially in exorcisms, is ‘Rajim. It is derived 
from Arabic RJM, originally to stone, and thence, in the figurative sense, 
___ to cast out, damn, curse, and also, by extension, to slander, akin to Greek 
_ diaballein, originally to throw across, and, by extension, to slander; whence, 
Evangelic ‘Diabolos; i.e. ‘slanderer’, if conceded to be of purely Greek origin, 
unidentifiable with any other originally Hebrew-Aramaic word such as ‘Di- 
if, uttered by the Hebrew-Aramaic Jesus, and modified in the Gospels 
t Greek phonology. 


; according to the Koran, negating God or associating any other with Him, an 
ward blasphemy which Satan, however, never even thought of. 
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From thenotion ‘vanity, ‘naught, ‘worthlessness, etc., inherent; " 
HBL, our hypothetical Hebrew-Aramaic epithet “Di-Habal, 
occurring in Jesus's locutions in respect of Satan, then mo 
mutating to the Evangelic word ‘Diabolos, could in fact be legiti 
whose ‘vanity’ was behind his eventual perdition, or of him w 
himself when foolishly opposed the Almighty. 


He ebtey, 


Mate Of him 
ho Tidiculeg 


Again, to concede, after all, the purely Greek origin of Ry rangeli 
'‘Diabolos’, then meaning ‘slanderer', most akin at least to one ACEP tation 
of Koranic 'Rajim; such slanderous epithet could but be fully justifieg ; in 
respect of Satan, source of all sorts of blasphemous conceptions concer 
Godhood, as cited by the Koran, quoting a company of devout j jinn: 


{They said: ‘Verily! We have heard a wonderful Recital (this 
Koran)! It guides to the Right Path, and we have believed 
therein, and we shall never join (in worship) anything with our 
Lord (God). And exalted be the Majesty of our Lord, He has 
taken neither a wife, nor a son (or offspring or children). ‘And 
that the foolish among us (Satan) used to utter against God 
that which was wrong and not right. And verily, we thought 
that men and jinn would not utter a lie against God.”} 


[Al-Jenn (The Jinn): 1-5] 


Ning 


BH 


Whether Evangelic ‘Diabolos', in the final analysis, be decidedly 
_ Greek or suspectedly Hebrew-Aramaic, it could in no case be the basis of 
Koranic ‘Iblis, as claimed by modern Orientalists denying Koran’s Divine 
Authorship, which leaves them with no choice other than to ascribe the 
whole Koran to the man ‘Mohammad, an impostor feeding on legendary 
Biblical writings. 

ic "Leaving aside, anyhow, such boldfaced contention of imposture proved 
self-destroying in preceding sections, I now proceed to dismantle the 
_ whole fabrication of such ney claim identifying Koranic ‘Iblis’ with 
Letra : 
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ries of famous Koran exegetes, 


+9 Writes in his encyclopedic exegesis 
a... Kor. Ya-Sin] Confirming from his own experience the 
traditiona’y >enefic outcome for those who recite from this Koranic 


surah (‘Yasin’) to ward off an imminent inescapable danger, upon 


© their enemies, Having neighbored 
language, Al-Qortobi related that one 


was, reciting from the beneficent surah; all of a sudden he became 


invisible to both Spanish horsemen too near from him that they 

could perhaps feel his breathing. Troubled by such sudden mysteri- 

ous vanishing, which was by no means explicable to them, and trying 
j to relieve their embarrassment, they said to each other in Spanish as 

quoted by Al-Qortobi: “Esta diablo!” Al-Qortobi comments: “Which 
diablo’ means ‘AS-Saytan’ in their language.” Now, had Al-Qortobi, 
ig as late as the 7" century of the Hegira (13" century A.D.), ever heard 
g of any Arabist or Koran exegete identifying Koranic ‘Iblis’ with Evan- 
__ g¢lic “Diabolos, he would have used ‘Iblis’ instead of ‘AS-Saytan’ in 
translating Spanish ‘diablo. Let alone the fact that Al-Qortobi was 
among absolute maintainers of ‘Iblis’ Arabity. 


The fact is that earlier Arabists and Koran exegetes doubtful of 
blis’ Arabity, unmet with such a word in pre-Koranic Arabic, did 
precisely express either the possible foreign equivalent or even 
possible foreign language from which ‘Iblis’ could have been 
otrowed. But they, being unable to etymologize ‘Iblis’ in Arabic 
hastened as usual to guess it should have been a loanword 
“ized in the Koran, not accepting as it seems other scholars’ 
deeming ‘Iblis’ derivable from Arabic ‘ablasa’ as stated earlier. 
} means clearly that, in the early Islamic period, no Arab either 
of Evangelic ‘Diabolos’ as uttered in Greek, or thought 
abolos’ Arabicizable into Koranic ‘Iblis. 


could not be legitimately Arabicized into ‘Iblis, 
lar consonant 4; initial in Evangelic ‘Diabolos’ 
=e 


186 i The Onomastic Miracle in the Koran 


for the one good reason that legitimate Arabicization, as a tule, ang 
particularly in the erudite Koran, never drops consonants when initia] 
in the loanword. That is, the Prince ofall Arabists, allegedly immediate 
human author of the Koran, ought to have known better, only unless 
he could know that initial ‘dia-’ in Greek ‘Diabolos’ is an augmentiye 
prefix in Greek, capable of being omitted in the Arabicized form; 
such erudite Greek scholar would have easily determined the Precise 
semantic denotation of Evangelic ‘Diabolos’ in Greek, and would then 
have dispensed completely with inserting such a loanword in the 
Koran, already abounding in much more significant originally Arabic 
equivalents of Satan's appellatives, such as purely Arabic ‘Rajim. 


(4) Being unmet with in recorded pre-Koranic Arabic, and impossibly 
Arabicizable from Greek 'Diabolos’, ‘Iblis’ decidedly coined by the 
Koran, must be of purely Arabic origins. 


From what Arabic roots, then, could Koranic ‘Iblis’ have been formed? 
bo 80803 


Words being conceded as Arabic are, as a rule, either reducible to one 
single Arabic root or a combined form contracting more than one Arabic 
word, such as 'Hadramawt (a district in South Arabia) built from Arabic 
HDR, to be present, and Arabic MWT, to die, and thus meaning ‘Death- 
Presence), This leaves us, in respect of Koranic ‘Iblis, with only two 
possible alternatives; deeming it: (I) either directly derived from Arabic 
BLS; or (II) a combined form contracting Arabic ‘Ab; father, initiator, 
etc., and Arabic particle of negation ‘Lays, mutating under the effect of 
contraction to the ‘if‘i’ model, that is, to ‘Iblis; instead of full ‘Abu-Laysa, 
ie. ‘Father or Initiator of Negation or Negativeness (in Heaven); properly 
fitting the first non-complier with a Divine Order. 


On my own part, and contrary to all former Arabists and exegetes, I am 
decidedly in favor of the second, pluriradical alternative, i.e. ‘Abu-Laysa, 
the only legitimate one of the two possible alternatives for the reasons cited 


(1) Unless originally Hebrew ‘Hasarmewet, ‘Court of Death; with Hebrew ‘s’ mutating t 
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ow. But, before proceeding to refute the first, uniradical alternative, 

puilding ‘blis’ directly from triliteral BLS, the following remarks should be 

fully borne in mind: 

(1) Arabic words newly introduced in the Koran and not occurring in 
pre-Koranic Arabic, such as 'Iblis, are only legitimately etymologized, 
and only explainable contextually; namely, by means of the Koranic 
context where such word occurs in the Koran, the undisputed 
authoritative source of the Arabic language. 


(2) Except for the non-derivative noun 'Balas', denoting some kind of 
figs”, the triliteral BLS is unused in the Arabic, but legitimately 
restored from the Koran, using it only in five places exclusively in the 
form ‘af ‘al’ with augmented initial ‘hamza’ (guttural stop), i.e. a+ BLS, 
unmistakably with a specific meaning akin to Arabic QNT, to be 
desperate, hopeless, despondent, dejected, etc. [See Kor. Al-An’aém 
(Cattle): 44; Kor. Al-Mo'meniin (The Believers): 77; Kor. Ar-Rim 

4 (The Romans): 12 and 48-49; Kor. Al-Monafeqiin (The Hypocrites): 
74-75]. In such a case, conceding it directly derived from a+BLS, 
then Koranic ‘Iblis’ would mean ‘the most desperate’, which is in fact 
the opinion of practically all exegetes maintainers of the Arabity of 

__ the word ‘Iblis: 
3) Contrary to the only meaning legitimately inferable from Koranic use 
__ ofthe verbal form ‘ablasa’, to lose hope, be desperate, etc., some Arabic 
 lexicographers who explain Koranic ‘Iblis’ from Koranic a+BLS, most 


_ probably deem BLS either a variable of Arabic BLT, to cut, cut off, or 
é ortened form of Arabic quadriliteral BLSM, to look down 


ningly, contend, not based on any solid corroborative evidence 
re-Koranic Arabic, that ‘ablasa’ means ‘to become speechless or 
ut up under the effect of being puzzled or confuted: Although 

ing on Koran vocabulary, such lexicographic definition is 
introduced with a certain image of Satan in the back mind, 
» who, confronted with the confutative Divine Rhetoric 


S, to pluc -or gather figs; see The Analytical Hebrew and Chaldee 
Boalt ails io . 


Bis tic. 


; 
/ 
} 
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Question “O Iblis (Satan)! What prevents you from Dros 
yourself?” Thus became speechless, that is, ‘the dumb-foy nde a 
(4) Untenable as it is to derive both desperateness and dumb. fou ) 
from the one and same base ‘a+BLS’ either one or the other thou 
logically excluded, whereas only the former, i.e. desperate ness; Ibe 
one semantic denotation unmistakably given by the Koran to Ye 
in the above-numbered Koranic Verses and, hence, the only one i 
retained. € 
(5) Notwithstanding apparently flagrant resemblance between | Ibi 
and the verbal form ‘ablasa, nothing would possibly warrant She 
latter should inevitably be the base of the former, or even that ‘ablas : 
could be a backformation from ‘Iblis’ in the sense of ‘to become Iblis. 
like; since each could have its own different etymology, in the same 
manner that English ‘hideous’ has nothing to do with English ‘o 
hide’ 

(6) According to our methodology applied to the present work, 
Koranic Arabic words of disputed etymology, such as Arabic '‘malak 
(Messenger) and Arabic 'faytan’ (enemy), are not left to guesswork, 
but are given within the Koranic text their precise meaning identical 
or nearest to the disputed word. Whence, the meaning of Koranic 
‘Iblis, unnecessarily influenced by the Koranic verbal form ‘ablas2 
should be sought within the Koranic context where ‘Iblis’ itself 

occurs, and nowhere else. 


Ndeq : 


EGE 


Anyhow, neither ‘desperate’ nor ‘dumb-founded' fits ‘Iblis’ as a self- 
earned descriptive of Satan, because it first occurred in vocative address the 
moment he relucted in respect of the Divinely commanded prostration: 


{“O Iblis (Satan)! What prevents you from prostrating 
——-s-yourself?”} [Kor. Sad: 75] 
At this precise moment, Satan was actually not dumb-founded, since he 


__ retorted on the spot, explaining his reluctance with the elemental ‘Fire 0 
_ Mire’ unattested argument, nor was he, at this precise moment, yet desP*" 


| 
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ish because he was not yet cond 


. first oon deriving ‘Iblis’ directly 
ome ‘ , ‘ * 
es us with the Second, only pohity « iin en 
‘Iblis’ as a combined for, « 

oa Gf47? ie « ’ modeled, under the effect 

action, on ‘if, ie, Thire 0 » under the effec 
ance’ of Boheomplinnce,« Tne ‘the father, or ‘initiator, of 
> $s ‘ 
pel; who dared introduc “rname especially coined for him, the 


€ rebellion against the Div} 
iti e Divine C d, 
wed in his tradition by all Consecutive rebels Bie 


“i > tad in his march towards total Perdition was, indeed, his 
ative attitude in respect of the Divinely commanded prvetnatiots a 
in a J act, no doubt, admittedly retraceable to his jealousy of Adam faoin 
he could, but did not, implore forgiveness and repent. Yet, fies fatal 


re 
4 


puts created beings on equal footing with the Creator. Such 
able blasphemy, source of all ‘intentional’ sins co 
od, is not only plain apostasy, 
history of the whole creation. 


mmitted against 
but essentially the first insurrection in 


Yes, ‘Iblis’ was the ‘first rebel’ 
BORG SOY 


lis’ occurred only eleven times in the Koran. Except in two of them, 
uch appellative occurred uncommented [Kor. As-So'ara (The 
and Kor. Saba’ (Sheba): 20], ‘Iblis’ was commented all through 

e reluctant; the non-complier, the demurrer, etc. [See Kor. Al- 
The Cow): 34; Kor. Al-A’'raf (The Battlements): 11-12; Kor. Al-H 
ls Habitation): 31; Kor. Al-Hejr (Thamiid’s Habitation); 32-33; 
f (The Cave): 50; Kor. Ta-Ha: 116; and Kor. Sad: 75]; but also 
gant’ [Kor. Al-Esra (The Night Journey): 61 and Kor. Sad: 74]. 


4 Pp 


ats 4 


ee 


XI. Adam (and Eve) 
| aa BS 
me -Koranic ‘Adam; pronounced precisely as uttered in English, is another 
igrefutable proof of the precedence in time and place of Arabic over all living 
dejasinct human languages ever spoken on earth including, of course, the 
, supposedly the first to name the forefather of mankind. 
» the possible astonishment of at least the great multitude of our 
s, the name ‘Adam’, Hebrew ‘Adam; conjectured by Biblical scholars 
mean ‘the red-one; could in no event be Hebrew in origin, but rather 
ited from primary Arabic, the language spoken by Adam in Heaven 
nyhow, for the name 'Adam' to be Semitic after all, it could only be 
from Semitic triliteral ADM meaning in the mother-language, 
bic, originally ‘to blend’, 'to mingle’, etc., from which is normally 
Arabic ‘Adim (and also ‘Adama’) in the sense of English ‘soil, 
e layer of the earth, or ‘Earth’ as a proper in the sense of that 
soft, granular or crumbly substance forming the surface layer of 
a Koranic Adam; i.e. the earthen-one; or ‘he who is made of 
y stated by Koranic onomastic reference to Adam in the 


Teproaching Christians for their misconception of Jesus, 


, the likeness of Jesus before God is the likeness of 
| ee tere ce Cs 
[Kor. Al ‘Emran (The Household of ‘Emran): 59] 
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To be true, the scribe of the Genesis was not far therefrom y, 
wrote, quoting God addressing Adam: 'beze'et appéka tokal lehem Se 
a el-ha'adama ki memmenna loqgeltta ki-‘afar atta weel-‘afar tasiiby jit be 


“In the sweat of thy face shalt thou eat bread, till thou return yy, 
the ground; for out of it wast thou taken; for dust thou art, ang 
unto dust shalt thou return” (Gen. 11: 19) 


Most curious to note, however, that the Hebrew scribe of such Biblicg 
original text uses Hebrew adama for English ground, identical to orignal 
Arabic adama meaning ‘soil; ‘earth, ‘ground; etc. Moreover, such Biblical 
adama, non-derivative in the Hebrew as we shall soon demonstrate, j, stil 
used in Modern Hebrew with the same Biblical semantic denotation, for 
example in such Hebrew phrase (‘abédat-adama), i.e. ‘land-cultivatio,’ Gr 
‘agriculture’. 


How then could the scribe of the Genesis use Biblical adama for Ey glish 
ground, while Hebrew scholars restrict the use of triliteral ADM to the 
notion ‘redness’ (of color) non-amenable to the notion ‘land’ ‘ground: 
‘earth; etc., non-qualifiable as such? 


Was the Biblical scribe consciously using it as a Hebrew borrowing from 
the mother-language with the same sense as in Arabic, i.e. a Hebrew non- 
derivative? 


In order to be derived or derivable from any known Hebrew radical and, 
then, immediately recognized as being undisputedly Hebrew of origin, 
Biblical adama should strictly be derived from Hebrew ADM which, as 
defined in the Hebrew dictionary, only means to be ‘red; ‘reddish’ ‘ruddy’ 
etc., in which case adama would be construed as either a feminized form of 
the name ‘Adam (the red-one) or an abstract noun denoting ‘redness, both 
linguistically inadmissible as properly fitting the notion ‘ground, ‘land, 
‘soil’ earth; etc. 

But, first of all, how could the same Semitic ADM, originally meaning 
in the Arabic 'to blend’, etc., have come to convey a quite different notion 
in the Hebrew, i.e. the notion 'redness'? 


we ses ee 
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Not & ntaining 4 specific word for red-color 
dness' from sanguineness', that is, from 
word for ‘blood! being non-de 


) ‘ Tivative 'd 
mn (w); Hebrew scholars, in Order t 


the Hebrew had to take 
. blood-coloredness! The Hebrew 
am, cognate Arabic ‘dam (m)’ or 
‘ »« ae © etymological} lai b: 
. ‘reddish’ ; Sically explain Hebrew 
ae was Ha ma etc.), Managed to hypothesize that Hebrew 
A 8inally ‘adam, and, in order to legitimize forms such 
ha (to be red) and also ‘heteddem’ 
é thesize for such derivations a radical 
ce ge i jhe Hebrew in j simplest triliteral ground form, and 
aged to it in Hebrew hypothetical ADM, focusing it around the 
hotion ‘blood or ‘blood-coloredness, 


as if ‘blood’ im first recognizable by its color, and against the original 
meaning of Semitic ADM, to blend, etc., in the mother-language, already 
present in both Arabic and Biblical adama, ‘land? ‘soil’ ‘earth, etc. 
a “Such theorization”, however, leaves unresolved the etymological 
___ problem concerning Hebrew adama as used in scriptural writings as well 
| and, ‘soil’ ‘ground, ‘earth; etc., identical to Arabic 
notations have nothing to do with ‘coloredness’ 
e. This is decisive in denying any Hebrew origin to 
roving a borrowing from the mother-language, i.e. 


asin Modern Hebrew: ‘| 
| a -‘adama, where such de 
gg wh ‘redness’ or els 

_ Biblical adama, thus p 
-_. rabic. 


Inasmuch as Biblical adama is proved originally Arabic, and inasmuch 
as ‘ad6m (red, etc.) could most probably -to speak pure linguistics- 
‘backformation’ from Hebrew ‘dam’ (blood) and not vice versa, the 
name ‘Adam (Adam, the first man), is only logically inherited from 
y Arabic Koranic ‘Adam; ‘the earthen-one’ or ‘he who is made of 
stated earlier, and as onomastically explained in the Koran, not ‘the 
as wrongly construed by Biblical scholars, apparently overlooking 
fact that Hebrew ‘Adam’ is also used as a collective noun denoting 

dat large, thus identifying humans with ‘the red-ones, which is too 
be more discussed. 


di 


. et 
M the Analytical Hebrew and Chaldee Lexicon, op. cit., pp.7-8, > 
_ 


— ee. 
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Unmentioned by name in the Koran, the mother of mankin 
is given in the Bible the Hebrew name 'Hawwa, which Hebrew , 
deriving it from Hebrew HWA, explain as meaning ‘Life’ 


d (Eve) 
Cholarg, 


Erroneous as it is, such explanation is already found with the Sctibe 
of the Genesis who wrote, explaining the name ‘Eve’: 'wa-yeqra ha- Adim 
$ém isto Hawwa ki hi hayeta ém kol-hay; lit., “And Adam called 
name Hawwa (Eve), because she was the mother of all living” [Gen. Il 
20]. Unaided by Hebrew grammar, or rather against Hebrew grammar, but 
unquestionably overwhelmed by the letter of the Bible thoroughly helg 
Divine, Hebrew scholars as well as Hebrew lexicographers blindly followed 

the unscholarly scribe. 


his Wife’s 


GHG 


Speaking strictly in terms of Hebrew grammar, the notion ‘life’, ‘being 
alive’, etc., is only legitimately expressible in terms of Hebrew ‘hayim; but 
also ‘haya; ‘hayiit} ‘hay6, etc., all derived from Hebrew triliteral HYA (and 
also HYY)™, identical to the mother-language Arabic HYY. 


By contrast, the name '‘Hawwa; held by the scribe of the Genesis, followed 
by Hebrew scholars and lexicographers, to mean ‘life’ is only derivable from 
another totally different Hebrew HWA, with totally different notions, and 
thus, exclusively authorized to denote ‘life only in respect of Eve's name, 

_ according to scribal Onomastics, impermissible otherwise. 


d be noted, however, that this disputed Hebrew HWA, in Biblical 
unused in any verbal form save intensive ‘hewwa, with middle 
w doubled, only to mean: To express, manifest, declare, show, 
has nothing to dowith the notion ‘life lightly granted by the scribe 
sand unwarrantedly supported by Hebrew lexicographers who 
hypothetically, that unused simple verbal form ‘hawa’ could 
lave meant to breathe out, holding that ‘breathing’ was akin 
ng’ and to ‘manifesting’ ‘declaring etc. Similarly, such Hebrew 


& HYY, The Analytical Hebrew and Chaldee Lexicon, op. cit., pp 255 


‘Sey 


a 


i Se 
| 


\ 
j 
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jexicographers explain the Hebrew Proper name ‘Yehawél, from HWA 
plus Bl (God), as meaning he whom God Preserves alive, unmistakably 
uating that HWA in its unused verbal form (hawa, yehwa, etc.) could 
nave meant ‘to preserve alive’ é 
such a futile effort by Hebrew lexicographers to justify or legitimize 
-ribal explanation of Eve's name as Meaning ‘life’ is all the same contradicted 
py the following facts: 

(1) Hebrew noun ‘hawwa is not grammatically authorized to mean ‘life’ 
except in respect of explaining Eve's name as scribally alleged; 

(2) In verbal conjugations, Biblical Hebrew triliteral HWA is never used to 
express the notion ‘life’ or ‘being alive; either in simple or derivative 
forms. Even yet in Modern Hebrew where the simple verb (‘hawa, ‘ye 
hwa, etc.) is artificially restored, HWA is not authorized to mean ‘life’ 
or ‘being alive; but only to mean ‘to experience or ‘to live (an event), 
ie. ‘to witness; and 

(3) Most catastrophic, apart from Eve’s Biblical name, there exists in 
both Biblical and Modern Hebrew another ‘hawwa (plural ‘hawwit’) 
identical in both sound and script to the proper name ‘Hawwa, Adam's 
mate and mother of mankind, which does not mean ‘life’ or ‘being 
alive’ at all but, most curiously, ‘dwelling, ‘homestead, ‘habitation, 
‘hamlet, ‘village; etc., quite foreign to Eve’s name as explained by 

scribal Onomastics. Faced by this paradox, Hebrew lexicographers 


___were divided into two groups: 

(a) those embarrassed by scribal Onomastics in respect of Eve's 
name but too shy to contradict the ‘holy’ scribe, who artificially 
managed to allege that the notion ‘living’ in ‘hamlet, ‘village, 
etc., was not totally foreign to the notion ‘life’ in Eve’s name as 

explained by the scribe of the Genesis, and 

- 7" (b) others who could not maintain that the notion ‘living’ in 
____ the sense of ‘dwelling, only figurative in English and other 


| 


196 : ‘The Onomastic Miracle in the Koran 


as the Hebrew and, so, were driven to admit the 
‘hawwiit) in the sense of ‘hamlet; ‘village’ ete., was a hes ‘rg 
in the Hebrew, borrowed from Arabic (hewa’) (plural ak "org 


Wiy..» 
derived from Arabic HWY, to assemble, etc, Ya) 


This Arabic HWY is, however, the legitimate father of Hebrew " 
from which Biblical ‘Hawwa was derived, as we shall soon see. his 


HE 


As stated earlier, the sound ‘k’ is not original in the Hebrew, Where iti 
only heard when the letter ‘k, non-doubled, is immediately Precedeg by 
a vowel sound, such as Hebrew KSL, to be foolish, where the Original . 
sound mutates, for example in the 3“ person singular present tense, Yeksap 
to ‘k’ sound under the effect of the immediately preceding vowel we 
result, the ‘k’ sound never occurs in any Hebrew radical form. Consequ ently 
when, in the mother-language, a certain Arabic root contains the Ay abic 
original ‘k’ sound, such sound in the equivalent Hebrew root immediately 
mutates, in both sound and script, to ‘h’ such as Arabic NWK mutatin 8 to 
Hebrew NWH. But, if otherwise the Arabic root was already in ‘h’ such W 
is normally retained in the Hebrew radical, such as Arabic HYY, equivalent 
of Hebrew HYA or HYY retaining Arabic ‘h’ sound. 


Proceeding from this phonological fact, disputed Hebrew HWA could be 
the Hebrew form of either Arabic HWY or Arabic KWY, or both, ice. used 
with both different meanings in the mother-language although identical 
in sound in the Hebrew, such as Hebrew HLQ, having the two different 
meanings of both Arabic KLQ, to create, and Arabic HLQ, to encircle, only 
distinguishable in the Hebrew from the context. 


This is precisely the case with the disputed Biblical Hebrew HWA, having 
at least two impossibly cognate denotations, not to mention the third one, 
‘life, arbitrarily construed in Tespect of Eve's Biblical name ‘Hawwa’ and 
hence, grammatically unacceptable to be derived from Hebrew HWA. This 
leaves us with the two other unrelated senses: (I) To speak out, declare, 
manifest, etc., and (II) To assemble, needed to explain Hebrew ‘hawwa (pl. 
‘hawwiit’) meaning ‘hamlet; ‘Village’ etc. The first sense, “speak out, declare, 
manifest, etc, is only possible in terms of originally Arabic KWY (possible 
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» encl 
andl those Hebrew ‘hawwiit’, ie, shabit 


poti ations’, ‘dwelli > ‘hamlets, 
> etc., of identical e ; > dwellings, ‘hamlets, 
yillages> e ' tymology in both Hebrew and Arabic. 
aking pure linguistics, there js absol 
sould awe Eve Biblical name), Olutely no tenable reason why 


identical in both i 

: sound and script 
re 

the other Hebrew nawwe, the homestead, habitation, dwelling, etc 

different therefrom in either etymology or semantic d . The 


4 : ; enotation. The 
more itis so, since the other possible notion ‘declarin 


. : , g, ‘manifesting, etc., 
is inapplicable, ome third hypothetically conjectured notion ‘life, as 
introduced by the scribe of the Genesis, blindly followed by all Hebrew 


gcholars, is simply underivable from either Semitic HWY or KWY. 


Ose, envelop, etc., the very 


As to the fourth notion ‘preserving alive, conjectured by Hebrew 
jexicographers in respect of the name ‘Yehwae? alleged to denote ‘he whom 
God preserves alive, such ‘alive, merely inserted to support scribal conjecture 
in respect of Eve's Biblical name (Hawwa = life), is a sheer redundancy. That 
is because the possible shortened form ‘he whom God preserves’ is quite 
enough, while the introduction of the notion ‘preserving’ in Hebrew HWA, 
forming the first element in “Yehwail, is only legitimate if such Hebrew 
HWA is recognized all through cognate of Arabic HWY, to contain, hold, 
keep, etc., again most akin to ‘settling in, ‘dwelling at, etc., indispensable to 
explain the other Hebrew ‘hawwa, the homestead, habitation, village, etc., 
semantically identical to Arabic (hewa). 


GHG 


Inhis hasty Onomastics, however, the scribe of the Genesis, not keeping 
with strict etymological analysis, tried to explain Eve's Biblical name by Eve's 
raison détre which, based on merely biological grounds, he misconstrued 
in terms of the female role in the procreational process. In his own words, 
vas $0 named because she was the mother of all living. This is absurd, 

ly because Eve was not the mother of the live Adam, nor because 
life preexisted both Adam and Eve, but particularly because Adam 


———_S—ri‘=éB: 
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himself ought to have been entitled to the same appellative, titice 
also the father of all living! The procreational process, as we know ™ Wag 
initiated by the fertilizing male, even in artificial insemination, "thy nly 
living offspring owes its life, or coming into life, to both male and ae 
parents, even in monoecious or self-fertilizing creatures, where the % e 
of both ova and sperm in the same individual is indispensable for rp 


Dion 
reproduction. 

Indeed, multiplication of species is not inevitably de 
mating of two complementarily opposite sexes; asexual Teproduction : 
multiplication by fission is not lacking in animal life, and, had God Wishes 
self-multiplying Adam could have been created ‘Eveless’; but, then, man 
would have been doomed to unsettledness, with no reasonable attachment t, 
any particular place to abide by, watching over his female Partner, to whom 
he had already entrusted the seed of his offspring, just as a sower Waiting ful] 
harvest, not only until full birth, but still many years afterwards to rear his 
breed until full age. The period from birth until full maturity being in man 

the longest among other creatures, human parents are doomed to continued 
cohabitation, whence the establishment of the human family, reproducing 
itselfin males and females not necessarily in equal number, and thus comes 
the need for the grownup offspring to be wedded in other families; through 
both blood and alliance clans and tribes were born, and, then, the community 
at large. Communities with different scales of values or conflicting interests 
are doomed to fight each other or, much better, to peacefully coexist, and 
then to compete with each other in the pursuit of self-realization guided by 
Divine Commandments in Authentic Divine Revelation: 

{“O mankind! We have created you from a male and a female, 

and made you into nations and tribes, that you may know one 

another. Verily, the most honorable of you with God is that 


(believer) who is the most pious. Verily, God is All-Knowing, 
All-Aware.”} [Kor. Al-Hojorat (The Apartments): 13] 


__ Such is Eve's raison détre depicted in the erudite Koran and mistaken by 
the s Genesis, 
larly scribe bothered to notice those ‘hawwiit’ (villages. 


Pendent op, th 
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ng in Hebrew the same appellative 

uld have easily understood, without 
much imagination, the real Meaning of such most ancient feminine 
er name, i.e. ‘the abode’ fixing th 


>? ¢ otherwise unsettled human male. 
Although unmentioned by name in the Koran, the first woman, Hebrew 
" ene English ‘Eve; is given in the 


: es das eid Koran her raison détre as ‘settling, 
dwelling» soar Wars identical to the Correct semantic denotation of 
piblical ‘hawwa : erited from Primary Arabic, the first language spoken 
on earth. Such raison détre is defin 


‘ ed with unrivalled scholarship in the 
miraculous Koran, as it appears unmistakably from the following Verses: 


{“It is He bing has created you Srom a single person (Adam), 
and has given you a place of residing (on the earth or in your 
mother’s wombs) and a place of storage [in the earth (in your 


graves)”} (Kor. Al-An‘am (Cattle): 98] 


) or tents (Hebrew ‘aholim’) bearj 
rne py Adam's mate, ‘Hawwa’ he co 


{“It is He Who has created you from a single person (Adam), 
and (then) He has created from him his wife, in order that he 
might dwell thereat.”} [Kor. Al-Arraf (The Battlements): 189] 


{“And among His Signs is this, 


that He created for you wives 
from among yourselves, that you may dwell at (find repose in 


| them).”} [Kor. Ar-Riim (The Romans): 21) 
There are many other Verses attesting to this. 


OSCONCONG) 


XII. Enoch (Idris) 


BAL 


In Muslim tradition, Koranic ‘Idris’ is almost unanimously identified 
with Peete) ‘Enoch’ (Hebrew ‘Handék’) who, according to the Book of 
the Genesis, was the father of Methuselah, father of Lamech, father of 
Noah [Gen. V: 21- 29], ie. Noah’s immediate great-grandfather. Explicitly 
designated a Prophet in the Koran, Biblical ‘Idris’ (Enoch) was simply a 
holy man: 

“noch walked with God and was not; for God took him” 

[Gen. V: 24] 


There is also, to be true, another Biblical ‘Enoch’ preceding Noah, i.e. 
Cain’s son [Gen. IV: 17]: Enoch, son of Cain, son of Adam; but this first 
Biblical Enoch could not be meant by Koranic ‘Idris, explicitly counted 
among God's Prophets in the Koran: 


{“And mention in the Book (the Koran) Idris. Verily, he was a 
- saint, (and) a Prophet, and We raised him to a high station.”} 
[Kor. Maryam (Mary): 56-57] 
ole This is because first Enoch, Adam’s immediate grandson, could 
a ht not be a Prophet in hig own immediate grandfather's time, i.e. 
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But why should Koranic Idris (Biblical Enoch) have been fo,,,, q 
necessity before Noah and not after Noah, so as to be identifieg ™ 
Noah's immediate great-grandfather? Is there in the Koran any textya) 
authorizing such identification? Yes, indeed. There are two: at 


(1) "He was a saint, (and) a Prophet, and We raised him to a high 
station.” [Kor. Maryam (Mary): 56-57) 
This is flagrantly close to the Biblical account in respect of Enoch 4, 
e 


walked with God} a metaphor equivalent to ‘saintity’ in the Koranic 
account in respect of Idris, and Biblical ‘and he was not, for God too}, 


him’ so close to Koranic ‘and We raised him to a high station’; ang 
(2) Commenting on Prophets cited all along the surah of Maryam com. 
ing in order of citation as follows: Zachariah, John, Jesus, Abraham, 
Isaac, Jacob, Moses, Aaron, Ishmael, Idris, the Koran says immedj- 
ately after Idris: 
{“Those were they unto whom God bestowed His Grace from 
among the Prophets, of the offspring of Adam, and of those 
whom We carried (in the ship) with Noah, and of the offspring 
of Abraham and Israel and from among those whom We 
guided and chose. When the Verses of the Most Beneficent 
(God) were recited unto them, they fell down prostrating and 
weeping.”} [Kor. Maryam (Mary): 58] 

This comment is decisive in placing Koranic Idris within the Prophetic 
cycle between Adam and Noah, not after Noah. This is because the above- 
mentioned Prophets unto whom God showed favor and whom He guided 
and chose are divided in chronological order into three groups: 

(1) Prophets between Adam and Noah, referred to as being ‘from the 
offspring of Adam; i.e. directly, not passing by Noah; 
(2) Prophets from the offspring of those carried in the ship with Noah, 
ote, m, the only possible Prophet from among those mentioned 
as being of the descent of those carried in the ship with 
by himself all alone within such cycle between Noah 


ranam 


Aang 


ee, soe o 


; in Heaven 
ch I Adam \ 
Enoch 03 
@) Prophets fede 6 raha noch M 2 
recognized as such, except Idris fom Abraham to Jesus, all 


he surah capable of Occupying such 


recognized as 
rd cycles, Noah’s or Abraham’. 


bossy 

In its verbal usages, Semitic triliteral HNK, 
Hebrew, is undoubtedly a backformation fr 
(Hebrew ‘hék; originally ‘hének’) meaning 
mouth, conceived of as the seat of taste bo 
but extended in Semitic denotation to 


floor, i.e. the inner mandibular region. Taken as such, Arabic ‘hanak, as 
well as Hebrew ‘hék’ is regarded in figurative use as the seat of knowledge, 
wisdom, experience, etc. Indeed, an ancient ritual massage still observed 
until beyond the Koranic period represented in rubbing the inner mouth 
of the infant, ‘tahnik, to stimulate the infant’s learning faculties. Whence 
comes the verbal use of triliteral HNK, ice., to educate or train, in reference 
toa person educated or trained, and also, only in the Hebrew, in respect of 
- places, a house or temple, i.e., to consecrate, initiate or inaugurate. 


___ Being a person's name, Biblical ‘Hanék; in the past participle tense from 
XK, could only possibly mean: ‘the educated-one; ‘the learned-one; ‘the 
lite-one, equivalent to Koranic ‘Idris, in the emphatic agentive form 
Arabic DRS, to study carefully, have insight into, be versed, erudite, 


common to both Arabic and 
‘om the Arabic noun ‘hanak 
‘the palate} ic. the roof of the 
th materially and intellectually, 
include the sublingual mouth- 


. = 


Koranic reasons for choosing direct translation as onomastic instrument 
to explain Biblical 'Hanok’ are evident, since: 
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(1) Retaining pre- -Koranic formerly Arabicized Akniik’ so Phonologicalty 
repelling to the Arabic ear, would have cacophonously blemished 
Koran throughout symphonic magnificence; 

(2) Re-Arabicizing Biblical Hanék’ into Arabic ‘Haniik, in the Arabic 
emphatic agentive form, would have led to misconceiving it as the 
‘educator’ ‘the one who educates others, not ‘the educated-one, a 

meant by past participle sense of Hebrew ‘Hanok’: and 


(3) To avoid mistaking it in the derivative senses of Arabic HNK, such ag 
‘the expert; ‘the experienced-one; ‘the trained-one, etc. 
Here, this one instance of Koran onomastic translation is indeed one 
more proof of Koran all-embracing thorough scholarship. 
YOAOAYO 


Chapter III 


Noah to Abraham 


The present chapter deals with nine proper names in the following 
order: Noah, Ararat, Hid, ‘Ad, Iram, Saleh, Tamiid, So'ayb, Madyan. 

Noah is the Koranic 'Nih’; Ararat, the landing-place of Noah’s Ark in 
the Biblical writings, is the Koranic 'Al-Jiidi’; 'Hiid’, a Prophet in the Koran, 
and Hiid’s people, ‘Ad’ , are both unknown to the scribe of the Genesis, but 
their city, Koranic Tram’, is easily identifiable with Hebrew-Aramaic Biblical 
ara’. As for Hiid’s successor, Koranic Prophet ‘Saleh’, as well as his people ' 
Tamiid’, they are likewise unmentioned in the Torah; but Koranic 'So'ayb’, the 
Jast in a series of Prophets contained in the present Prophetic cycle, although 
not cited in the Bible, is often identified in Muslim tradition with Jethro, 
Moses's father-in-law, and, consequently, So‘ayb’s people, Koranic 'Madyan', 
is thus identified with Biblical Midian, Hebrew 'Medyan', Jethro’s tribe. 


According to Koranic chronological order of Prophets, Koranic 'So‘ayb' 
comes explicitly after Lot, Abraham’s nephew in the Torah, since So'ayb 
warns his people from the self-earned doom of former nations including 
Lot's [Kor. Hiid (The Prophet Hid): 89]. The Koran does not only recognize 
Lot as a contemporary of Abraham, as it appears from Abraham's dialogue 
with angels charged with inflicting Divine Punishment of total destruction 
on Lot's people [Kor. Hiid (The Prophet Hid): 69-76], but the Koran 
also designates Lot as 'the first believer in Abraham’s Message’ [Kor. Al- 

_ Ankabiit (The Spider): 26]. This is why Lot's treatment is postponed to the 
___ hext chapter, so as to be dealt with within the one and same Prophetic cycle 
_ 4 Abraham, Lot’s paternal uncle in the Torah. 


Although not cited in the Hebrew Bible, So'ayb also, as we shall 
later, is of Abraham's descent not necessarily through either 
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ther with his predecessors "Hiid' and 'g; 
Sale 
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Ishmael or Isaac, but he, toge 

' of the post-Noah period, are all the only Koranic Pro 

in scribal Old Testament. All three bear names explicable a prima facie, 
together with Lot, whom 2 


terms of the Arabic language; and all three, 
shall discuss later with Abraham, are repeatedly treated in the Koran ag if 


forming one series of Prophets independent of Abraham's cycle. 
This is why So‘ayb is treated here within Noah's Prophetic cycle, not 


within Abraham's, to which belongs Soayb’s immediate predecessor, Lot 


Abraham's nephew. 
QYOAEJO 


XIII. Noah (Niih) 
@ 
XIV. Ararat (Al-Jiidi) 


PAR 


The idea, not necessarily implied by Authentic Divine Revelation, that 
Noahis Deluge entirely inundated the Earth's surface, is unthinkable. This 
js not only because such huge volume of water enough to submerge — as 
narrated - such mountaintops, even those of medium height, would have 
needed to raise the ocean-level by at least 1 km altitude (to realize such an 
altitude, this would require an amount of water exceeding by far the whole 
additional water-supply stored in clouds, glaciers, etc., of the whole planet), 
but also and most important, because submerging the entire landmass of 
the globe even by one inch under sea-level would have left no chance for 
flood-water ever to subside back again into the ocean and, then, Noah’s Ark 
would have been doomed to ever float, and never land. 


However, to be universal in some sense as narrated in the Authentic 
Divine Revelation, Noah's Deluge need not have hit the entire landmass of 
the planet, but only a limited part thereof which, in the dawn of history, 
_ happened to be the first human habitat accommodating the whole of 

Adam's progeny, by then living in one single community. Then subsequent 
_ emigrations successively had to take place, in quest of human basic needs 
such as food, water and security, critically imperiled by great climatic 
= cha nges in the first place. 
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Such emigrations from the cradle of humanity all far around ,,, 
started of old, very old indeed, since human relics found worldwid. ust “ 
some concrete cases, to about two hundred millenniums before ‘hig ; 
Ta, 


For how long could Adam's earlier progeny have lived untrouy 
such one single human community up to its first emigrational is €d j 
Only God knows. But the fact remains that, to be universal in some ; 
as Divinely narrated without submerging the entire landmags, ‘ti 
globe, Noah's Deluge should have happened inevitably sometime thy 
the coming into explosion of the first one single community of hy, hits 
ie. at some point in time as distant from us as some 200,000 years ies 

Christian era. Ote 
To such unspeakable ancientry belongs, indeed, the Prophet Noah 
‘Adam II’, second forefather of mankind as told in the miraculous ay 


{"And indeed Noah invoked Us, and We are the Best of those 
who answer (the request). And We rescued him and his family 
from the great distress (i.e. drowning), and we made his 


progeny” the remaining-ones."} 
[Kor. AS-Saffat (The Rangers): 75-77] 


Sione 


Such remoteness in time, however, places Noah so many myriads of years 
before recorded history and, hence, makes his true story only knowable 
from Authentic Divine Revelation. 

Nonetheless, at least for the purposes of the present research, we should 
retain the corollary that such one single community, Noahs and his people’, 
the first in the history of mankind, was entirely composed of one ethnic 
group of monoglots using the first language spoken on earth, i.e. Adam’, 
the Arabic in its primary form. 

HG 


a Biblical Hebrew scholars and lexicographers are unanimous that the 
; name ‘Noah’, Hebrew ‘Néah', Koranic 'Niih’, means ‘rest’ and ‘comfort, 
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o derivative from Hebrew triliteral NWH, essentially to rest, settle 
noun main, abide, continue, etc., and, by extension, to get rest, repose 
dor fortable etc. Sur h scholars ona lexicographers could, of course, 
pe referred, in explaining the name 'Noah’, the original sense in Hebrew 
pave P NWH as becoming a man as ancient as Noah, i.e. to rest in the 
lite to remain, not to rest in the sense of to be comfortable in the 
ve. To illustrate, as a rule, the original meaning in a Semitic root 
first in order of time of use and, hence, in respect of Noah, the only 
on linguists worthy of the name, because nothing warrants that the 
al meaning of Semitic root NWH, in Noah's language, did develop 
arly as Noah's time in like manner as in the Hebrew from original ‘to 
rai into figurative ‘to be comfortable’. 
boss 
Hebrew scholars and lexicographers had to follow the unscholarly 
Onomastics of the scribe of the Genesis held Divine, who explained the 


(@) ; oo 
name as meaning ‘comfort’ using, as usual, a quotation from Noah's father: 


“and he called his name Noah, saying: This, i.e. Noah, shall 
comfort us concerning our work and toil of our hands, because of 
the ground which the Lord hath cursed." [Gen. V: 29] 
“The original Hebrew text runs as follows: "wa-yeqra et-Semo Noah 
- md ze yenahaménu mimma‘asénu wu-mé‘issebén yadénu min-ha@adama 
__ gfér érarah Yehwa', ie. the scribe himself in explaining the name uses 
not Hebrew triliteral NWH, but Hebrew triliteral NHM, ‘yenahaménu’, 
mei ‘he shall console us’, not ‘he shall make us comfortable’ as may 


urthermore, the phrase ‘because of the ground which the Lord hath 
ed' - superfluously inserted in scribal artificial quoting Noah's father — 
antly denounces the jumbling scribe: Had the ground ever been cursed 


fulfillment of God’s Wrath, such as a curse foreboding, e.g., the 
, a curse only possible, if ever, after Noah had been sent to, and 
s people, but not before Noah's birth so as to coin his name -— 
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understood as a ‘consolation’ to his father - from an allusion to h 
not 'yet' occasioned by God's Wrath. ot ship, 

Such erroneous Onomastics - supported, as in respect of the na 
by falsified imaginary ‘quotations’ - testifies once again to lingui, te a 
unscholarship on the part of the ‘holy’ scribe, blindly followeg b's ic 4 al 
scholars and lexicographers up to the present day. Chrey, 


Nonetheless, the magnificent Koran, so stupidly accused by mudg 
‘ le. 
SSisteq "a 


* 10 explai ain 
T the beige 
Le, the Ko, 
Ng in both 
appellative 
€ars as told 


headed inveterate opponents of those drawing on, or being 
Biblical authorities, needed not such scribal light Onomastic 
of its own the name 'Noah': He is not the 'comforting-one' 5 
comforted’. But the multilingual erudite linguist par excellence, 
ran, explains the same Hebrew ‘Noah’, Koranic 'Niih', as meanj 
Hebrew and Arabic ‘the remaining-one’, the only qualifying 
suiting Adam II, who 'remained' among his people up to 950 y 
by the Koran [Kor. Al-‘Ankabiit (The Spider): 14], confirming for once the 
chronology of the scribe of the Genesis [Gen. IX: 29]. 
GEG 


As stated earlier, the Hebrew does not contain the'k' sound, original in the 
mother-language, save in respect of the Hebrew letter ‘k' spirantized under 
the effect of an immediately preceding vowel sound to be pronounced'k, 
such as in Hebrew ‘Hanok'’, originally 'Hanok’, where final 'k' sound mutates, 
only in pronunciation, to 'k' sound, under the effect of the immediately 
preceding '6' sound. 

Again, due to the absence in the Hebrew of an original 'k' sound capable 
of being uttered ‘k’ throughout, ie. independently of any surrounding 
letters, the Hebrew had no choice other than to substitute, in all common 
Semitic roots containing in the Arabic the original 'k' sound such as Arabic 
KLQ, a bh’ sound for the original ‘k' in the mother-language, i.e. Hebrew 


HILQ for Arabic KLQ, and so on. 


1 throughout: 
ped uttered in the Hebrew is originally a pure ‘k' sound in 


; 
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"a pvery " sound is Origin: ‘ ; 
© srabic, or both (Bx.: Hebrew HEP fo, ae or 'k any 
arabic NKM, Hebrew NWH for Arabic wee a” . 
and Hebrew HLQ for both Arabj 
4 di : ng to the above rules, the He 
ees derived, is the Hebrew fo orew NWH, from which Biblical 


tm for Arabi 
7 je, etc. Which is identical to the origin ¢ NWK, to ‘stay, rest, remain, 


& 
Be hing 


7, “ ‘ NTA ‘ Teh 

a Thus, Biblical _—s , weeps Niih', is nothing else than ‘the remaining- 
- ane!, a8 explained in the following two Koranic Verses according to the 

4 . thodology adopted in the present work: 


are 


) "And indeed We sent Noah to his people, and he remained 
among them a thousand years less Fifty years,” 


7 rs 
Re [Kor. Al-‘Ankabiit (The Spider): 14] 


ts Q) "And, we made his progeny the remaining-ones." 


‘ae [Kor. As-Saffit (The Rangers): 77] 
~ Ho w could the Koran - Arabicizing Biblical ‘Néah' into Koranic ‘Nuh’ with 
fin al ‘h’ sound in both to avoid the risk of misidentification of a person only 
known over the world by his Biblical name - have known nonetheless that 
; Bibl cal 'Néah' was from Hebrew NWH, cognate of Arabic NWK, to ‘stay, 

F n, rest, etc.’ not of the other Arabic NWH, to ‘wail, lament, etc.’, identical 
und, but not in meaning, to Hebrew NWH, so as to explain the name with 
unrivalled scholarship, and against all Hebrew scholars of the time and 
the present day, unless the Koran is a miracle from the Omniscient? 


*s, the Koranic Onomastics in respect of the name ‘Noah is an example 
ran Divine Authorship. 
ape ino eee 


f 


the Biblical name ‘Ararat’, world-famous as the landing place of Noah's 
k, designated 'Al-Jiidi' in the Koran, is held by Koran unscholarly 


P| 


icy 


seee of Noahis script the aide chide 000.9 tb yo 


=>; ae | 
| 
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inveterate antagonists as an example of Mohammad’s miscopyj D8 fron, 
Torah: The Bible says ‘Ararat’, and Mohammad, in his claimed Man-r the 

' a 

Koran, says ‘Al-Jiidi’! de 

This is too bad of such pretentious unscholars, as we soon shal] See 

Influenced in its full text, no doubt, by Biblical writings ~ but Unboth 
ering to read - the relative passage in the Book of the Genesis, or t, look 
up the word in the Hebrew dictionary so as to ascertain its rea] Meanin 
in the Hebrew language, geographers give the name 'Ararat' to a cert Pi 


mountain in East Turkey near the Armenian and Iranian borders of about 
5,182 m. of altitude, ‘supposed’ to be the landing place of Noah's Ar, To 


give force to such ‘supposition’, some scientific expedition of mountaing os 
is said to have discovered thereabouts something much like a 'shipwre ck 
thought to be the 'relics' of Noah’s Ark. 

Such 'suppositions' are contradicted by the following ‘facts’: 


1) ‘Ararat! in the Hebrew dictionary means nothing else but the Hebrew 
geographic name for a country, i.e. of ‘Armenia’, and is not a name for 
a certain mountain or hill; 

According to the Book of the Genesis itself, Noah’s Ark is not said 
to have rested on a certain mountain by name, but rather on a chain 
of mountains in 'Armenia’. The scribe of the Genesis writes: "Wa- 
tanah hatteba bahddes hassebi‘i besibe‘’-‘asér yom lahddes ‘al haré 

Ararat" [Gen. VIII: 4], i.e. 'And the Ark rested in the seventh month, 
on the seventeenth day of the month, upon the mountains of Ararat.’ 
This means that the scribe himself does not name the mountain on 

which the Ark did rest, but simply on a mountain among mountains 

situated in Armenia (Ararat), i.e. in a country named ‘Armenia’; 


3) For the Ark to have rested at such altitude as that of ‘mountain 
| Ararat’, located at the Turko-Iranian borders, means that Noah and 


2 


— 


t, The Webster’s New World Dictionary, 3 College Edition, op. cit., P 


rarat, The New Bible Dictionary, Heb/Heb, 'Hammillén Hehadas Latanik’ 


acm 
ORB ait ¥ if 
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Noah, Ararat W213 
ng the slopes of the Mountain down to its 


e — Unnecessary hardsh ines 
or the t 
- top to ere adie expedition, let alone animals 
; 2 Nee from among th P tvinel 
’ ted to have been carried in the Ark wi Nosh, be e ri ral, f 
the Ark had wrecked on 'moun . But, after all, 


foot in order to reach 
uld have not spared the 


. 
‘Fi 


Noah’s Ark mentioned in the 

ted by Biblical ‘Ararat’ (Hebrew 

Ty), since, unlike the Koran, the 

Pecific name of the mountain on 

' Among mountains in Armenia.’ 

- But the fact scetagad that the specific landing-place of Noah’s Ark is not 
‘by name in former Divine Revelation as available at h: 


bana and and, so, 
unprecedented 'Al-Jiidi’ should be, as stated earlier, a genuinely 
abic word. 


an, cannot at any event be contradic 
‘eiblical’ name for ‘Armenia’, the count 

nok of the Genesis does not give the s 
yhich the Ark rested, as it says; 


What, then, could be the meaning of such Koranic place name, 'Al-Jiidi’, 
in the Arabic language? 


; HOG 
3! 


-Inits simplest direct etymology, the Arabic word 'Al-Jiidi' means ‘the 
; s-one’, from Arabic triliteral JWD, ice., to give freely and copiously, 
nd also to be abundant and generalized (said of rain); whence, Arabic 
wd’, designating by itself 'the heaviest and most generalized of rains’, as 
propriate of the Armenian mountain system, the principal water-source 


phrates in Mesopotamia. 


I am more inclined to understand the Koranic name for the landing- 


Noah's Ark in terms of another Arabic triliteral JDD, originally 
m which is derived Arabic 'Al-Judd, which means in the 
ionary a 'river-bank' or a 'mountain-foot’, identical in meaning 
'Gada' or 'Gidya’; as a possible adjective from Arabic 'Al-Judd’, 


', the famous port in Saudi Arabia, on the Red See, written 'Jedda’ or 


| a Koran 
place on or near a 'river-bay, Wide. 
He 
f 


24 
Arabic 'Al-Juddi' would mean a 
the landing-place of a vessel. 

Koranic ‘Al-Jiidi’ would then be a variable of hypothetica) Araby 
Juddi’, where the first ‘ds dropped in Koranic ‘Al-Jiidi' is compensay. ‘Al 
lengthening the preceding vowel ‘ii', as interchangeably Stanted j,, 
Phonology (Example: ‘SS and ‘WS, interchangeably used in the Araby 
denote the idea of walking about in the night). C ty 

Granted such interchangeability, whichisnotatall excludable, parti. 
in respect of primary Arabic as ancient as Noah’, then Koranic ale ly 

“And it (the Ark) rested on Al-Jiidi” 
[Kor. Hiid (The Prophet Hid): 44] 
word 'A]-Jiidi' Occurs, Would 5 is 


the only Koranic instance where the 
rested on the Wharf’, ie landeg ees 


more or less equal to: 'And it (the Ark) 
its landing-place, namelessly, 


CNCNG 


XV. Hiid, XVI. ‘Ad 
G 
XVII. Iram 


SZ). 


and Saleh are two Koranic Prophets related to have been sent each 


iid 
ig people in the period between Noah and Abraham. 


to bis respective 
The silence of the 'Holy Scriptures’ concerning these two Koranic 
phets, Hiid and Saleh, is sufficiently explainable by the fact that, 
piblically speaking, there could be no Prophet at all between Noah and 
Abraham. That is because the jumbling scribe of the Book of the Genesis 
responsibly places Noah's death at a distance of only forty-two years from 
raham’s birth, which is a period of time too short to accommodate any 
one Prophet in between. 
, EG 


a According to scribal chronology, Abraham was born 700 years before the 
» departure of the Israelites from Egypt [Gen. XXI: 5; Gen. XV: 19; Gen. XLVII: 
9g: Fx. XII: 40] under the Egyptian monarch narrated in the Bible, and also in 

- the Koran, to have been drowned with his army in the North arm of the Red 
ea (Gulf of Suez) by huge Divine Miracle. As we shall demonstrate in next 
4 Bite: IV in the onomastic note on ‘Pharaoh’, such Egyptian monarch 
_ could only be Ramses II, dead around the year 1225 B.C. 


P G ping back in scribal chronology, we are told that Noah, with only nine 
ations separating him from Abraham, was born only 992 years before 


7) > 


| 
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Abraham's birth (Gen, VII: 7; Gen. IX: 28; Gen. XI: 10-28], Rien. 
Noah lived 950 years as told by the scribe of the Genesis (Ge, rye 
and confirmed by the Koran [Kor. Al-Ankabiit (The Spider): 14) “il 28) 
period between Noahs death and Abraham's birth (992-950) coulq ~ the 
a period of forty-two years. Y be 

Going back even further, we know from the scribe of the Genesi, 
Adam, forefather of mankind, died when he was 930 years old [Ge, vit 
with only 126 years separating Adam's death from Noah's birth ang a 5], 
if by mere chance, with only nine generations in between [Gen, y. af 
We should concede, however, that Adam’s earthly life only began the q, ‘ 
was dismissed from the Heavenly Garden and that on this very day, i. 
earliest, Adam could have known his wife, Eve, from whom he succes € 
begat his three sons known by their names in the Bible: Cain, Abg| atta 
Seth. The latter, Seth, alone entrusted with multiplying Adam's Progen 
has a birth date inscribed in the Bible: "He was born when Adam was ih 
years old" [Gen. V: 3]. Subtracting a minimum of three years for Adam anq 
Eve to beget their successive three sons, Cain, Abel and Seth, then Adam 
would have lived 127 years in the Heavenly Garden, and 803 years on Earth, 
We thus conclude from such Scribally-based computations that the periog 
from Adam to Noah, i.e. from Adam’s first day on Earth to Noah’s birth, 


Sive] 


was a period of 929 years. 
Now, adding up all three periods, from Adam to Noah, from Noah to 


Abraham and from Abraham to the Exodus, we should have a total of 2621 
years (929 + 992 + 700), lunar years, of course, since scribal chronology 
follows the lunar system all through, or 2542 solar years (2621 X 97%)", 
separating the starting-point of Adam's earthly life from the departure of the 
Israelites from Egypt approximately situated around the year 1225 B.C., as 
stated earlier. This places the beginning of human life on this planet around 
the year 3767 B.C., almost identical with the Jewish Calendar dating from 
‘the Creation’, according to which life began around 3761 B.C. 


This is obviously untrue, not only because latest anthropological 
based on unearthed human relics, point to some million yea's 


ris composed of 354,38 days against 365.25 days in a solar year. According! 


it Noah to Abraham 


the Christian era, but at least b 


bee cause the scr 
ag Scribal] 
ce spel co c with the following facts; 


* The Egyptians, for one example, were found 
as about 4200 B.C., while Biblical Ad , 
to have been found about 3761 B.C ns 
Egyptians preexisted the father of 


Hiid, Ad, tram W217 


y-based computations 


in Egypt at least as early 
is scribally conjectured 
> Which means that at least the 
mankind on this planet. 


2) ily built or founded around the 28" 


> accordj ’ 
computations, happened aroun d ing to such scribally-based 


3) Placing Noahs birth at a distance of o 


Prophet to re-guide them into the right path or, else, be destroyed by 
the Deluge for universal corruptness; etc, 


That, among many other paradoxes in self-contradictory scribal 
Pentateuch, resulted in that the men of science, as well as men of thought, 
Judeo-Christians for the most, finally came to the conclusion that the 
whole fabric of the 'Holy Book’ was all in all a fabled legendry, recorded by 
unholy’ scribes writing from remote reminiscences stored in the collective 
memory of mankind, not from Authentic Divine Revelation. This is due to 
the fact that the All-Creating Omniscient is incapable of error. 

_ By way of contrast, however, the rationalistic Koran distances Noah’s 


from Adam’s as far enough as it is necessary for the former to forget 
the latter, as it appears from the following Koranic Verse: 


indeed We sent Noah to his people, and he said: "0 my 
le! Worship God! You have no other God but Him. Will 
You not then be afraid (of Him i.e. of His Punishment because 
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a human being like you, he seeks to make himself supe; 
you. Had God willed, He surely could have sent dow», i 


Or to 


n '. 
never did we hear such a thing among our fathers of ng 


is only a man in whom is madness, so wait for him a whi), " 
(Kor. Al-Mo'meniin (The Believers) 


” 


* 23.25 

In the same manner, the scholarly Koran distances Noah from, “ 
{"And Noah's people, when they denied the Messengers “ am; 
drowned them, and We made them as a sign for mankin d 
And We have prepared a painful torment for the evil. 
doers. And (also) ‘Ad, Tamiid, and the dwellers of Ar-Rass, 
and many generations in between, for each of them We put 
forward examples (as proofs and lessons, etc.), and each (of 
them) We brought to utter ruin (because of their disbelief ang 
evil deeds)."} [Kor. Al-Forqan (The Criterion): 37-39] 


But, unfortunately for the cause of true religion in the modern world, 
Judeo-Christian believers in the unimpeachability of the ‘Divine Word! 
were forced to take refuge in silly allegorizations, nonamenable to reason, 
instead of seeking the Divine Truth in the nearby Koran, the final rectifier 


of the Divine Message, simply because they were unable to think of any 
Divine Revelation outside their own Bible. 


GH 


‘Ad’, Hiid’s people, are so antiquated in Arab pre-Koranic legendry that 
the word “Adiyyat' (articles belonging to ‘Ad) has been coined in Modern 
Arabic to denote Anglo-French ‘antiques’. Although the Jewish Bible tells 
nothing about ‘Ad and their city, Iram, the Jewish minority in Yathrib, 
often overwhelmed by their pagan Arab hosts, used from time to time 

__ to prophesy the imminence of a Prophet from among themselves, under 
se banners they should kill the Arabs 'the killing of ‘Ad and Iram’, : 
¢ to the legendary annihilation of ‘Ad and their city, Iram. This 
it pre-Koranic Arabs already had some knowledge of an Arab 
d ‘Ad, and of their dwelling-place named Iram, brought to total 


tLumMes 


nook Alam 


_probably took root under the effect of the word 'Al- Ahgaf', lit., ‘wind- 
carved sand hills’, occurring only once in the Koran and construed to bea 
~ Koranic designation of ‘Ad’s dwelling-place. The Koran states: 

ve a {"And remember (‘Hiid') the brother of ‘Ad, when he warned his 

4 ‘e __ people in Al-Ahgéf (the curved sand-hills in the southern part 

4 . J of Arabian Peninsula)."} [Kor. Al-Ahgaf (The Sand Dunes): 21] 

» Such ‘Al-Ahgaf’, or wind-curved sand-hills’, of course, could only be 
ad in a plain sand-desert such as Arabia. Often regarded as the first 
tat of the Arab race, Yemen had unwaveringly to be chosen as a possible 
ling-place of such an extinct tribe as ancient as ‘Ad. 


fn I do not agree with such conclusion. Even if only by its semantic 
denotation, ‘wind-curved sand-hills', Arabic ‘Al-Ahgaf' does not in the 
a place-name, especially for ‘Ad, since: 

ind-curved sand-hills as well as all other sand formations are so 
ansient and ephemeral that they hardly stand still; 


commonly found in any plain sand desert; and 


ph Horovitz, op. cit., pp.28-29. 


bao COmiens (oaks 


= ay 


Y 
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(3) Only poorly fitting, if ever, tent encampments let alone 
magnificent as ‘Ad's ‘Iram’, This is supported by the Kora,, — ; 
ing, 


{Did you (0 Mohammad (PBUH)) not see (thought) h 
your Lord dealt with Ad, Tram, with columns, the like of whicy, 
Cc 


had never been found in any country?") 
[Kor. Al-Fajr (The Dawn): 6 gyi 


Nay, ‘Al-Ahqiif' would rather be a descriptive assimilating ,, agn 


Iram after its destruction by a horrible hurricane to wind-curye d 
hills, i.e. ‘Ahgéaf. 

Added to other Koranic references to ‘Ad’s riches and Powerful, 
the phrase ‘with columns the like of which had never been foung _ C5, 
country’, suggests that the inhabitants of Iram built their houses on a i, 
similar to those ‘Hanging Gardens' discovered in the ruins of coe 
Babylon and regarded as one of the Seven Wonders of the World, sinc. 5 
like of which had never been found ‘in any country’. This suggests, i, toe 
that ‘Ad and their city, Iram, were found rather around ancient Babylonia 


lficen, 
San 


(Modern Iraq), not in Yemen. 
Furthermore, Koranic ‘Iram' is onomastically explained in the Koray 


not in terms of Arabic ‘iram' in the sense of (I) 'grinding-teeth’, or (II) 
‘stone landmarks’ guiding caravans in their travels across the desert, byt 
rather in terms most akin to Hebrew-Aramaic ‘Aram’, i.e. ‘high’, ‘raised’, 
‘elevated’, etc. The Koranic 'Iram' is onomastically explained in the Koran 
by Synonymy nearest to this Hebrew-Aramaic sense, i.e. ‘with columns, 
as a city built high or raised on columns. Thus, Koranic 'Iram’ is an 
Arabicization of Hebrew, or rather, Aramaic, Aram. In Biblical geography, 
however, there are two ‘Arams': ‘Aram Demmeseq’, i.e. of Damascus in 
Syria, and ‘Aram Naharayrn’, i.e. in Mesopotamia (Modern Iraq). Judging 
by the chronological order of civilizations, Mesopotamian ‘Aram should 
have been the original one, after which Syrian 'Aram' would have been 
_ named, in imitation of the former. This should corroborate, quite enough, 


ng to Koranic ‘Ahgif', in a plain desert, Ibn-Khaldiin in his most famov* 
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—egumption that ‘Ad of Iram were ancient Babylonians rather than 
cat Yemenites, without excluding the possibility asserted by their 
matic language that such Babylonians were originally emigrants from 
a, ie. from Yemen, where, after the disaster, the rescued ‘Ad, Hy 

4, and his Billowers, wou PhOR logically have taken asylum, bearing 7 \\ 
Be name, Iramians', or ‘Ad of Iram, giving thus sufficient grounds 

Sg ds concerning the presence of Hiid and ‘Ad in Yemen. 

ae the same line of thought, Koranic “Ad' is only explainable in terms of 

-Aramaic, where “Ad' means ‘everlastingness’. As stated earlier, 

roanic “Ad is onomastically explained in the Koran by both Synonymy 

"4 Jronic Antonymy. It is explained by Synonymy in the following Koranic 


srigil 


TSe. 


"Do you see any remnants of them?” 
aio [Kor. Al-Efiqqah (The Inevitable Truth): 8] 
Al so, it is explained by Ironic Antonymy in the following Verse: 
_ “And that it is He (God) Who destroyed the former ‘Ad 
_ (people), and Tamiid (people). He spared none of them." 
a [Kor. An-Najm (The Star): 50-51] 
f . 1o the name ‘Hid’, ‘Ad’s Prophet, the matter is different. 'Hiid', a verbal 
| from Semitic root HWD, is not foreign to the Arabic dictionary, 
it does not exist in the Hebrew-Aramaic, except in some Hebrew 
atives all centered around the idea 'glory' or ‘majesty’, such as 
- non-derivative ‘hod’, i.e. ‘glory’, ‘majesty’, ‘beauty’, ‘brightness’, 
er, 'H6d' occurs as a proper name of a man [I Chron. VII. 37]. 
‘oper name 'H6d' could, of course, be proposed as the Hebrew form 
ic 'Hiid’, ‘Ad’s Prophet. But owing to the fact that Hebrew ‘Hod’ 
and Arabic 'Hiid' (the repentant) are quite different in semantic 
such assumption identifying Hebrew 'Héd' with Koranic ‘Hid’ 
probable. By contrast, Koranic Arabic 'Hiid' (the repentant) from 
ly used triliteral HWD, unused in the Hebrew, is not far from 
tion from Hebrew YDA, in the third person singular, past 
© confess (one’s fault). It should be noted that, according 


—  . 
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to Hebrew grammar”, such finite 'héda' may be used Substantiy 
the infinitive (confession, repenting) of such ‘hif‘il’ "héda", j.¢. to ha ag 
(one’ fault). niesg 

At all events, however, Koranic 'Hiid' should be construed jn ¢¢, 
the Arabic language, i.e. the repentant, from Arabic trilitera) > of 
return (unto God, unto righteousness) repentantly. That is, ‘Hi: 46: to 
onomastically explained in the Koran and, as a rule, Koranic tins 
ultimately Arabic origin are left unexplained in the Koran, which j, a of 
natural. - 
As for the Hebrew non-derivative common name ‘hdd’, i.e. Blory, etc ; 
can also be traced back to the same Hebrew verbal form ‘héda’, in the ek 7 
of Hebrew ‘SBH’, meaning to sing a hymn of praise to God, i.e. to slorify 
with final 'a' in ‘héda' dropped. 

It is curious to note, as we shall demonstrate in the onomastic note on 
'the Jews’, that Hebrew ‘yehiidi’, i.e. a Jew, is not a patronymic after Jug, 
son of Jacob, as believed by all Hebrew grammarians, but rather from same 
finite verbal form ‘héda’, in the sense of ‘they who repented’. 

ICOGONG) 


(1) 


‘The Analytical Hebrew and Chaldee Lexicon, op. cit., p.22, section XI, remark (4). 


od 


XVIII. Saleh 

& 
XIX. Tamiid 
= eh, and his folk, Tamiid, unspoken of in the Bible, had their dwellings 
; yace known until today as ‘Qora Saleh’, i.e. ‘Saleh’s Villages’, located 
D -4 the Southeast of "Tayma’ in Northwest Saudi Arabia. On his last 
; spaign, Tabiik, in Modern Jordan, around the year 631 A.D., the Prophet 
© pis army had to pass by 'Saleh’s Villages’. But the Prophet enjoined his 
ss not to linger at a damned place which received, in old times, 
, Wrath on Tamiidian disbelievers from among Sileh’s folk. 


“nique narrator of Saleh’s story with his people, the Koran treats Tamiid 
‘ammediate next of kin and successor of ‘Ad, Hiid’s folk, exterminated 
q’s Wrath on ‘Iram' in times immemorial, somewhere in what is 
stically known as ancient Babylonia. In reference to Tamiid, ‘Ad is 
spoken of in the Koran as ‘former ‘Ad’, and the Tamiidians are treated 
cessors of ‘Ad’. As stated earlier, the rescued among Hiid’s people, i.e. 
‘and those who believed in him, would have taken refuge in South 
, Yemen or Hadramaut, where their ancestors in Iram most probably 
have come from, and where still exists 'Hiid’s tomb’ according to 
nd, The new settlers were named after their destroyed city, 'Iram’, 
their own dialect, the ‘Aramaic’. On the roads of traditional 
aravans crossing the desert from south to north, some of them 
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had to settle in later times around a water-well named ‘AL-Hijr, ~ 
forfended’, the use of which they restricted to themselves and i the 
to others, whence their figurative name in the Koran, ‘the shite ade 
AL-Hijr’. Such water-well later gave its name to the whole region ia of 
the location known today as ‘Saleh’s Villages’. ing 

The presence of a water-well on caravan roads is of extremely 
value in a plain desert, more important, indeed, than gas stations on, 
highways. The keepers of such valuable water-source readily get 
their indispensability to passers-by and soon learn to exact high oa 
return for their services. Accordingly, Tamiid, the tribe and the t ovnah;, 

i 
Wealth, 


had in the course of time to grow more and more in power and 
As recorded in the Koran, they were endowed with gardens and 
springs. They grew plantations and heavy-sheathed palm-trees an 
castles in their valley. In the tradition of their ancestors, Iram, where ‘Adang 
€ rocks 


built their houses high as if lifted on columns, Tamiidians cleaved th 
an-made 


in order to have their houses built inside the mountains in a m 
some of which still stand among the ruins of Saleh's 


Precioy, 
Moder, 
aWare of 


Water. 
d built 


cave-like manner, 


Villages. 
Instead of showing due gratitude unto God for all the bounties poured 


down upon them, Tamiidians, however, rebelled against the Almighty, 


disregarding the Divine Commands revealed to their ancestors through 
their former Prophet, Hiid. Unmindful of the horrible doom that hit their 


wicked predecessors, ‘Ad of Iram, they abandoned true worship of the One 


True God, assigning unto Him partners of stone-made idols and, as if eager 
to have their own lot of Iram’s doom, indulging in outrageous injustices 


and awful transgressions. 

Yet, the Divine Justice would not let evil-doers be destroyed without 
previous notice. So, God's Messenger, Saleh, a man from among them, 
was sent to preach them in a final Divine Attempt to re-guide them to the 


_ Right Path. However, Saleh was met with denial. To support His Messenger, 
God provided Saleh with a mighty miracle: a Divine she-camel followed 
em that the she-camel 

d’s Land unharrassed, 


jest tney a nine Wn hortible Divine Punishment. The miracle in 
euch ee well’ Tamiid! ® would drink out, in one single day, all the 
‘ate jn the »4 § Most precioug endowment, and then, provide 


th an equal quantity of milk Tamiid : 

i¢ i 

the™ ring the she-camel’s drinking-da ne teeaaprnnt Ne 
e 


y, but only the day after, where the 


well 


‘du 

cam » and so on, in perfect alternation 
ficent to the Gere ee Oe 

qnough ene Ungrateful Tamiidians, such miracle, highly 


to Sileh’s Prophethood, teased enough the infidels that they 

ught first to get rid of Saleh by killing him. But the most wicked among 

em thought better to conspire at the she-camel’s life in order to challenge 
galeb’s prophethood and undo his magic, so they figured. Thus, heedless 
of thei Prophets warnings not to injure the miraculous she-camel, they 
pamstrung her. ancy would also have killed her weanling, except that the 
poor thing, hate bleated thrice, miraculously fled back into the same 
rocks from which Pees weanling and mother once came out. Such three 
pleats by the weanling were a sign from God that Tamiidians were to be 
exterminated in three days following the day they hamstrung the Divine 
ghe-camel. Unbelieving God's Notice, affirmed by their Prophet Saleh, that 
they would be annihilated in three days unless they repent and atone for 
their crimes against God, the infidels, who foolishly deemed that a Divine 
Chastisement, unless immediate, would never come, remained comfortably 
and unbothered in their cozy castles and in-mountain-built houses until 
| the third day. On that specified day, they were all stunned to death by a 

| horrible one cry from the archangel Gabriel, 'the mighty-one of God’. 
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| 

| el had to abstain from drinking 

] 


The whole Sileh’s story with his people, Tamiid, is narrated across 
the whole Koran in so many Koranic Verses, such as the following 
examples: 


1) {Tamiid (people) belied the Messenger. When their brother 
 Siileh said to them: "Will you not fear God and obey Him? I 
am a trustworthy Messenger to you. So fear God, keep your 

__ duty to Him, and obey me. No reward do I ask of you for it (my 
_. Message); my reward is only from the Lord of the Worlds. Will 
you be left secure in that which you have here? In gardens and 
__ springs, and green crops (fields etc.) and date-palms with soft 
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spadix, And you carve houses out of mountains with Seat shin 


So fear God, keep your duty to Him, and obey me, 


4nd folly, 


not the command of the transgressors who make Mischior ri 

the land, and reform not.” They said: "You are only of those 

bewitched! You are but a human being like us. Then bring ne 

a sign if you are of the truthful.” He said: "Here is q she-camey, 
it has a right to drink (water), and you have a right to dring 
(water) (each) on a day, known, and touch her not With harm, 
lest the torment of a Great Day seizes you." But they Killeg 
her, and then they became regretful. So the torment Vertoo}. 
them. Verily, in this is indeed a sign, yet most of them are not 
believers.} [Kor. As-So'ard’ (The Poets): 141-158) 


2 


~ 


{Tamiid (people also) belied the warnings. For they said. "4 


man! Alone from among us, that we are to follow? Truly, they 
we should be in error and distress or madness!” ls it that the 
Reminder is sent to him [Prophet Sdleh] alone from among 
us? Nay, he is an insolent liar!" Tomorrow they will come to 
know, who is the liar, the insolent one! Verily, We are sending 
the she-camel as a test ‘for them. So watch them [O Séleh], and 


be patient! And inform them that the water i 


's to be shared 


between (her and) them. Each one's right to drink being 
established (by turns). But they called their comrade and he 
took (a sword) and killed (her). Then, how (terrible) was My 
Torment and My Warnings? Verily, We sent against them a 
single Shout, and they became like the dry stubble of a fold- 


builder.} 


[Kor. Al-Qamar (The Moon): 23-31] 
bos 2 Ot 


As to the names ‘Saleh’ and ‘Tamiid', both are apparently Arabic in 


etymology, form and semantic denotation. The first, Saleh’, is the agentive 


i eran nthe - 


wabic triliteral SLH, to be good, fit, to thrive or be prosperous. 

literal SLH is also present in the Hebrew-Aramaic with 
in the Arabic, Koranic ‘Saleh’ could have 
the agentive form of Aramaic SLH, by 
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forefathers of later Aramaeans, Tami: 
- ed earlier, but Arabicized in the Kor 
st@ 


d, descendants of ‘Ad of 'Iram’, as 
any change in meaning. 
without 


an to its Arabic equivalent, ‘Saleh’, 


.. some sense. Such Onomastics is given by "Portrayal" 
: ond Koranic Verse. 


SMCONG 


XX. So‘ayb 
& 
XXiI . Madyan 


BASS 
oranic 'So'ayb' is the last in a series of the three Prophets (‘Hid’, 
ajeh' and '§o'ayb’), so named in the Koran and unspoken of in the Bible. 
4 though 'So'ayb' succeeds 'Lot' in Koranic chronological order of Prophets, 


the latter, Lot, being Abraham’s nephew, will be treated in the next chapter 
with his uncle. 

The matter is different with regard to ‘Midian’, Koranic ‘Madyan’, 
Hebrew 'Medyan’, which appears in the Bible [Gen. XXV: 2] as a proper 
name of a son of Abraham by Keturah, whence, Hebrew ‘Medyanim’, ie. 
‘Midianites’, the tribe descended from him. This isin addition to the Hebrew 
‘Medyan'’, i.e. ‘Midian’, Koranic ‘Madyan’, the township of such tribe, 


situated in Northwest Saudi Arabia, southward of the Gulf of Aqaba. 


It is interesting to notice in this context that scribal Pentateuch, and 
more especially the Genesis, is fond of often using historical place names as 
originally person names whenever such persons are identified as founders 

_ of Hebrew dynasties or tribes, however odd may appear the application of 
ak such geographic name to a person, and vice versa. Instances of such loose 
practice by Biblical scribes are numerous, and many are preposterous. For a 
rant example, Egypt, Hebrew 'Misraym’, i.e. ‘double barrier’ (originally, 


‘two barriers’), from Hebrew-Arabic root MSR, to shut in, bar, etc., is 


| 
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conceived as a person name given first to a son of Ham, son of Noah 
X: 6]. Another example is 'Edom’, a region to the South of the De Gey, 
is a surname applied to Esau, Jacob’s elder brother; but since 'p., au! Seq 
‘hairy’ and 'Edom' means 'the red-one’, Esau [Gen. XXV: 25] had to bet 
hairy and red-skinned! “bor 
The inner motive behind such fancifulness is self-evident: A silly at, 
to (I) claim a Hebrew initiator of such or such race or nation; (II) a ante 
their first appearance in such or such land; and (III) disposses, s date 
landowners of their title to ownership in favor of the Hebrews, speci 
Abraham's dynasty, particularly in Palestine, notwithstanding the avo oy 
fact that Abraham himself, according to his own words, was an emig, "ed 
foreigner in the land: "I am a stranger and a sojourner with yoy," [Ge 
XXIII: 4] Let alone God’s Promise to Abraham stated in the Genesis. ‘ 
will give unto thee, and to thy seed after thee, the land wherein thoy atta 
stranger, all the land of Canaan, for an everlasting possession." [Gen, XVI. 
8] This is as if the land of Canaan, ancient name for Modern Palestine 
was then empty of its own 'Canaanites' or, else, as the promise was later 
understood by post-Genesis scribes, Abraham's dynasty would have to 
empty the land of its own population even through massacres and ‘ethnic 
purges’ in order to succeed the aboriginals in the land of Canaan“, 


By extension, the same is unscrupulously alleged with regard to 
the Tand of Moab’, now in Southwest Modern Jordan. Originally, such 
bimorphemic word '‘mo-ab' means literally in the Hebrew ‘water of the 
father’, a euphemism for ‘father’s sperm’, simply referring by those who 
first coined the name, to a tribe, occasionally the Moabites, related to one 
through the father’s, not the mother’s, side, denoting nothing more than 
‘paternal cousinship’. Yet, the unscrupulous scribe felt not shame when he 


(1) sigh ‘Divine’ Promise! is taken over by modern Israelites, supported by the whole Judeo- 
; Z Jewish usurpation of Modern Palestine. But, as any 

iid know, a Divine Promise must be fulfilled at the time 
which is the case, since Abraham, first promised, 
tes after him, along their whole history, never 
F'everlastingly’, as spelt out in the ‘Promise’, 4 


eee ee 
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te that the Moabites huis 80 called because Lot's two daughters, sole 
survivors to Sodom’s doom, had to dwell together thereafter in a 
cave in a mauntem ou sian Zoar, the only village spared by God’s Wrath. 
s if men silin es in all the earth after Sodom’s destruction, the two 
jaughters> fearing to die unmarried, thought of being ‘serviced’ by their 
wn father, the Prophet Lot, in order, so to Say, to preserve their father’s 
cod. But, since no normal father, let alone a Prophet, would accept such 
favors from his SUARBHIETS, the two women planned to inebriate Lot so 
that he might ‘dr ally copulate with the elder, and then with the younger, 
in two successive nights, unknowing of the female person with whom he 
go did. The plan worked out successfully: The elder, so fertilized by her 
father’s sperm, conceived a child whom she called ‘Moab’ (father’s sperm) 
who later engendered all the 'Moabites'; the younger, who underwent the 
same experience with her drunken father, less unreserved than her elder 
sister, called her child from the father ‘Ben-‘ammén’, lit., ‘son of (my) 
kindred’; such ‘Ben-‘ammén’' had to be the father of all the Ammonites! 
With such Biblical legend, Lot's seed was safely preserved: Through these 
two bastards, the least to say, Lot became the father of two peoples, the 
Moabites and the Ammonites, altogether. 

Such disgusting scribal narrative [Gen. XIX: 30-38], however, needs no 
comment. Such and similar abhorrences are indeed a commonplace in the 
‘Holy’ Bible. For instance, Judah, the fourth son of Jacob, after whose name, 
arbitrarily explained to mean 'the praised-one’, the Israelites are assumed to 
have been called ‘Jews', had to fornicate with his daughter-in-law, Tamar, in 
order to engender his son, Parez, forefather of David, forefather of Joseph, 
Jesus's adoptive father, as recorded in the Gospels: [Gen. XXXVIII: 13-30]. 
Another example: Amnon, David’s son, burned with incestuous love for 
his own sister, Tamar (a curious resemblance with Judah’s Tamar), but the 
girl was still virgin, so Amnon could not quench his lust. Thus, a friend 
ofhis, Jonadab, a very subtle man, said the scribe, advised him to inveigle 
_ the poor maid into his bedroom and rape her, and so he did [II Samuel. 
__ XIIL1-14). A third example: David himself, the Royal Prophet, is narrated 

have committed the awful crime of fornicating with Beth-Bheba, then 


racle in the Koran 
the woman did become pregnant 
riah to come back on a short vise vi 
ble for the unlawful ee Y 
ached the husband's ears, so Uriah mat 
Seq 
ty 


232 ' the Onomastic Mi 
formed that 


sought for a cover an 
that he mate his 
But the scandal had already re 
ly spent the 
him back to the frontline bearing Wang 
Seq 


collaborate and public 
th. David sent 


Uriah in the forefront of the hottest batt 
he may be smitten and die, and so it was! [II Samuel. XII: 1-17]. Let a} 
the blasphemous narrative in the Genesis that God appeare th a Hy One 
image to Jacob and wrestled with him the whole night until the brbiksg 

g 


of the day, but the man-god, we are told, could not prevail against Ja 
»5 femoral joint with a simple godly touch Fr 
and 


so he had to dislocate Jacob 

asked Jacob to release him. But Jacob refused to release the man-god 
insisted on a godly blessing before departing, and the man-god said: i 
name shall no more be called Jacob, but Israel, because thou didst me hy 
with God and with men and hast prevailed! Whence comes the tlle 
‘Israel’, Hebrew 'yesraél’, lit., ‘he who wrestles with God’. The whole 4 
was indeed a miserable scribal attempt to erroneously explain the sur fou 
‘Israel’, and nothing more. [Gen. XXXII: 24-28]. ee 


sages ol authors of Biblical books were innominate, nonauthoritati 

2 a writing from their own sources, one should wonder how could ‘ i 
lines occur ina text still held Divine or how could such books as the Gen as 
for only one example, could have been permitted to make an integral rad 
of # holy, Bible. But, believe it or not, none of the faithful Pies ' ; a 
Christians would dare to contemplate a second on such sa aie 
the ‘Holy Scriptures’ for fear that, by so doing, he 


( dwell on them either, at least at the 

le moment is to show scribal outright 
ship with a naive trick by inventing 
fo that of the hosts alleging that he 


. Noah to Abraham 
on 


this was the case, as we have already seen 
athe Ammonites. The MOFe it is go 
- Midianites. 
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*!N respect of both the Moabites 
, a ; 
8 We soon shall See, in respect of 


WN. Yet, the i i 
two slightly varied forms, just as, for example Madd ae 


; English 'redundance’ and 
‘redundancy . aid Bhould wonder how could Abraham have chosen such a 
meaning, ‘contention’ or 'strife', es 


sentially pejorative, as an appellative for 
two successive sons of his, Meda 


‘ n and Medyan, identical in meaning but 
with slightly varied pronunciation?! Why should 


he so redundantly repeat 
himself?! Was not one single contention’ quite e 


nough for the family?! 
Weknow from the Genesis that Sarah was 10 


years younger than Abraham, 
and 90 years older than her son, Isaac. We know also from the Genesis that 
Sarah died at the age of 127 years, 


when Abraham was 137 years old and their 
son, Isaac, was 37 years old. Abraham was around 140 years old when he 
took for wife his handmaid, Keturah, by whom he begat six sons, unto whom 
he gave such Hebrew names: 'Zemrin' (Singer, 


Pruner), "Yoqsan' (Fowler), 
Medan’ (Contention), 'Medyan' (Contention), "Yesbaq' (He who forsakes or 


leaves behind) and ‘Siiah' (Pit). His son, Isaac, was around 40 years of age 

when he wedded his wife Rebecca, Heb. ‘Rebegqa’, i.e. ‘captivating’, to beget 
their twins, Esau and Jacob, twenty years later, which means that Keturah’s 
fourth son, ‘Medyan’, allegedly father of the 'Midianites’, was, at the most, 
only 16 years older than Jacob, Josephis father. 

_ Now, apart from the fact that such funny names as given to Keturah’s 


too artificial to be real, and that such sudden and 


i ~SOns D} f- 
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scribal imagination, we should note that Jacob was a little Over 60 y, 
when he begat his first son by Rachel, Joseph, whom their brother, ats A 


cast into the pit when he was 17 years old, and their father, Jacob, » ‘ 

seventy years of age. By the same time, Medyin, Abrahams ie , ma ab 

Keturah, sixteen years older than Jacob, should by then haye Shes On ‘\ 
» eighty 


six years old. Such 'Medyan' is said [Gen. XV: 2] to have begotten five 
‘efti, Sfer, 'Handk', Abida,, and, behold, Elda‘, all born, at al] appea €0n, 
no earlier than about sixty years before the day Joseph was cast fn Tan ¢s, 
pit. If such 'Medyan'’, as we are told by the scribe of the Genesis, wa to the 
the father of all the ‘Midianites', how could then such five song a Poi Teal} 
begotten, all alone, and only in sixty years time, enough grownup der 
to form entire caravans of Midianites traveling across the desert bety, 
Palestine and Egypt, and who rescued Joseph out of the pit [Gen. on 
28] and sold him into Egypt, unto Potiphar, Pharaoh’s eunuch and cq Il; 
of the guard [Gen. XXXVII: 36]? Ptain 


However, the same scribe (see footnote below) straightforwardly 
identifies Midianites with Ishmaelites, which means that, for him, ang 
according to Biblical loose usage of the term ‘Ishmaelites' as applying to 
any Arab people, Midianites were originally pure Arabs, no doubt, having 
their home in 'Medyan’, the township, prior to Abraham’s first appearance 
in Palestine. But, to confiscate 'Medyan' and its own people, the Midianites, 
the scribe, as usual, had to invent such 'Medyan' as Abraham’s son by 
Keturah, after whose name 'Medyan’, the tribe and the township, was so 
named. Also, to explain the geographic fact that 'Medyan’, the township, 
lies far away from Abraham’s dwellings, the scribe tells us [Gen. XV: 5-6] 
that Abraham, while he yet lived, gave all he had unto Isaac, Sarah’s son 
and Abraham's only legal heir —certainly because the racist scribe deems 
illegal all Abraham's mates other than Sarah, Abraham's cousin and mother 


Nag 


(1) We should retain here thet the fifth name, Rida, is of and Arabic origin, since its 


aelites who brought Joseph to Egypt. But we are told in Gen. 
? eph into Egypt were Midianites, which means that the 
the latter, as both were, for him, commonly Arabs. 
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o and their sons as well, including such 'Medyiin', whom the scribe 

of g pellagesim’, ie. sons of concubines ¢9 Abraham, we are told, 

unto these 'sons of concubines’ and, away from his ‘most favored’ 

gve® ic, sent them eastward, ‘unto the east country’, i.e, East of the Jordan 

som and the Dead Sea, toward the Southeast of which lay historic ‘Medyan’, 
rownship of the Midianites, 


a 
G 


put, t0 reconcile the fact substantiated above that Midianites proper 
ed Abrahams sons by Keturah in the land, with the other fact that, 
rding to the Koran, all Prophets after Abraham descended from him, 
including» of pt Saieces ‘So'ayb’, the Midianite Prophet, we would 
afely concede that ‘Keturah’ was herself a female Midianite whose sons 
raham, regar' dless of their real names, moved with their mother after 
porabar death southeastward to join their mother’s tribe in 'Medyan’. 
ere, within some generations, they were naturalized 'Midianites' through 
ixeturab’, inevitably So‘ayb’s foremother. 
EGE 


Koranic ‘So'ayb' is modeled on the diminutive nominal form from 
Arabic §‘B, to spread out, absolutely not existent in the Hebrew-Aramaic. 
so, such Koranic name is explainable only in terms of the Arabic language. 
This is quite natural according to our methodology in the present work: 
Prophets unspoken of in the Bible bear in the Koran their originally Arabic 
names, even if such Midianites in the Northwest of the Arab Peninsula 
spoke some form of the Arabic language at one stage of its development into 
Koranic Arabic. In this respect, most Koran exegetes explain such name as 
the diminutive of Arabic 'Aés‘ab’, i.e. 'broad-shouldered’, or the diminutive 
of Arabic ‘Se‘b’, i.e. ‘underground stream’. We may add, of course, other 
possibilities as legitimately derivable from Arabic S‘B, but at all events, 

_ Sdayb, being a purely Arabic name, lies beyond the scope of the present 
__ research and, hence, needs no more onomastic comment. 


’ 


2 But the matter is different in respect of Biblical 'Medyan', Koranic 
5 ‘Madyan’, So‘ayb’s tribe and township, already spoken of in the "Holy 
¥ es' and, hence, occurs, in the Koran, in its Biblical Hebrew- 
form, Arabicized. From this comes the need to retrace Hebrew- _ 
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Aramaic ‘Medyin' back to its own origins in the Hebrew, 
since Koran Onomastics, as we soon 0 See, explains this 
marvelous scholarship in terms of 'town'’, ‘city’, ‘dwellin 
ete., not in terms of ‘contention’, ‘strife’, etc., as maintaj 


lexicographers. iblica 
HG 


The ‘mif‘al' model, with augmented initial 'm’, on which 
Aramaic ‘Medyan' is built, usually denotes the infinitive, by also 3 
far, the place of the action, as in Hebrew 'medbir', from Hebrew they by 
drive (cattle), which means both ‘driving’ and ‘a place of driving » to 
which cattle are driven. Whence a ‘desert’. Ne: to 


Thus, Hebrew-Aramaic ‘Medyan' is 'mif“l' form built from 
Aramaic triliteral DWN (or DYN), denoting both the action 
Place of the action of either DWN or DYN. In this relation, earlier 
lexicographers maintain that both cognate triliterals Dwy 
are semantically one and the same, the Principal notion in both being 
to rule, have jurisdiction over, judge; whence to litigate, dispute, quarre| 
and, by extension, to contend or strive. Confronted, however, by Hebrew 
‘medina’ (Arabic 'madina’, city or town) from same Hebrew DWN or DYN, 
meaning ‘province’, ‘region’, ‘country’, etc., such lexicographers Managed to 
etymologize Hebrew ‘medina’ not in terms of ‘dwelling’ etc., which seemed 
to them quite alien to the principal notion in DWN and DYN both alike, 
but rather in terms of jurisdiction’, akin to the idea of judging’ j 
DWN and DYN both alike, according to the view of such lexico 
which they so stubbornly stuck. 


ae t cm” 
8, Set], With 


bey, 


Hebrew. 
and th 
Biblical 
and Dyy 


nherent in 
graphers to 


t Hebrew 'yadén’, in flagrant contradiction 
context: man is mortal, Here, the full text should run 
Lord said, My spirit shall not dwell forever in man, 

2328 so AL si very 
cit atical Observations, P. 86. 


to Abraham 
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(Ge natively “ ee into English ‘dwell’, not English ‘strive’ as 
unr singlessly Eten 28 ie English version. Again, the English translator 
a 4 change Saat Taek ha be' (lit., English 'in') to Hebrew “im (lit., 
mel sh ‘with') ear and ty honnenen DWN to mean to strive, it should 
jlowed by ‘ P Y in. This was dishonest on his part, because 
be w scribe wrote 'yadén be’, meant ; nf tock: “ 
Hebre’ ari ith’. B aning only ‘dwell in’, not ‘yadén 
ing strive wit’. But the English translator had to commit such 


pwn: imposing rie the foregoing Biblical text, building on which 
went? fully authorized to state the following Categoric fact: 


Mutually interchangeable in use, both Hebrew DWN and DYN 

have the double semantic denotation: to dwell, etc., and to rule 

over, dispute, litigate, judge, etc. 

it was not until recently, however, that Modern Hebrew learnt to 

sifferentiate in meaning between the two cognate Hebrew triliterals DWN 
ind DYN, givingto the ne thenotion ‘dwelling’, andtothesecondthenotion 
aisputing’ ‘settling a dispute’, etc. But as we know, such differentiation is, 
for the least, conventional and, of course, unbinding with regard to ancient 
Biblical usages, such as, for only one example, Hebrew ‘din’, undisputedly 
from DWN, ought to have meant ‘dweller’ according to Modern Hebrew 
limiting DWN to the notion ‘dwelling’, not ‘master, ‘lord’, etc., apparently 
from the other triliteral DYN, to rule over, etc., in Modern Hebrew. 


Extending our investigation to the Arabic, the undisputed mother of all 
Semitic languages, we are met, however, with the same cognate triliterals 
DWN and DYN, closely related, but strictly uninterchangeable, as expected 
of such highly developed language. The principal notion in Arabic DWN 
_ isthe notion ‘lowness' and ‘'humbleness', whence to be humbled, lowered, 
-—abased, subdued, etc., while the principal notion in the second, DYN, is 
bondage’, ‘binding’, etc., whence principally to bind or be bound by a debt 
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is the rule in all Semitic languages. To illustrate, whenever two ig 
triliterals are only varied by their middle (or final) semi-¢ onson *ticg 
or 'y, such as DWN and DYN, then the original basic idea is, ae y 
varying shades, identical in both. nly With 

But, how to approximate the original basic idea in Hebrey, 
(dwelling, etc.) to Hebrew DYN (judging, ruling over, etc. eg 
principal common factor in between is the notion ‘down ' taken substan ? the 
As a transitive verb, ‘to down’ means to bring down, whence to ee 
inherent in Hebrew DYN, but, taken intransitively, 'to down’ means ate 
down (as from a mount) or dismount as from a horse, or, as most typ; © get 
ancient Arabs, from a camel, whence to settle down (in a place), a of 
idea of dwelling inherent in Hebrew DWN, to dwell etc. Such approximar; 
of semantically interchangeable Hebrew triliterals DWN and DYN shou, 
not, however, seem exotic to the English reader in particular, since he’ d 
and same English verb 'to settle’, for example, means both to be establ Hy 
to settle oneself in a place (to dwell, as in Hebrew DWN), and also to decide 
upon, as in to settle a dispute, a litigation (as in Hebrew DYN). 


ion 


Now, modeled on the Hebrew-Aramaic 'mif‘Al' form denoting, as stateq 
earlier, both 'theaction' and 'the place of the action’, Hebrew-Aramaic Medyan, 
as a place-name, the township of the Midianites, should be construed Not as 
‘the action’ but rather as ‘the place of the action’ of either DWN or DYN; 
either ‘the dwelling-place' or, nonsensically, ‘the disputing-place’, as ifa ‘court 
of law’, which is too preposterous to be more discussed. 


In the Biblical tradition, however, the people of Medyan who fought the 
Israelites, had to be given bad names. But if the people concerned, as in 
the case of the Midianites, prior in existence to the Israelites, had already 
their historical name, then such name should be explained in negative 
terms, whence the pejorative explanative ‘contention’, ‘strife’, etc., forged 
for historic 'Medyan’, through the so-called 'Medyan’, son of Abraham by 
Keturah, their artificially alleged father. 


Yet, if 'Medyan', as according to Koranic miraculous Onomastics, was 
on the 'mif‘l' form from Hebrew-Aramaic triliteral DWN (with 


have been spelt 


it S110} « 


| 
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' ™Mi dyin’ wi tou 
dwar — (with middle Y). Would not this be a sufficient 
iM the advantage of Hebrew lexicographers’ ' an’ i 
70” | ived from DYN (middle ' ') Sanat lal 
Pet deri Y) to mean ‘contention’, ‘strife’, etc.? 


Noah 10 Abraham 


Abs olutely not. The very idea of Posing such question would by itself 
a poor knowledge of Hebrew Stammar, because: (1) in scribal times, 
and DYN were perfectly interchangeable, as in 'dén' from DYN, and 

pa’ from DWN%and (II) a middle 'y' ina nominal form is not sufficient, 

rding t Henney, grammar“, to limit its derivation to middle 'y verbs, 
ra middle 'w' nominal form is sufficient to limit its derivation to middle 
wy! verDSs since each of the two classes of verbs sometimes borrow forms 
from the other. 


‘mn 
a 


ae 


jn the Koranic tradition in respect of dealing with Prophets’ stories 
each with his own eat te ‘unrepeatedly’ in several places across the whole 
Koran, so as to depict, separately, in such or such Sura, only some traits of 
the Prophet's message and some profile of the negative attitude therefrom 
by the infidels, but always ending with the horrible doom awaiting them 
or inflicted upon them. For example, So‘ayb's story with the Midianites, 
Koranic ‘Madyan’, is so related in the Koran. In the Sirah of Hiid, where 
Soayb’s story is treated at some length, we read a refined dialogue between 
the Prophet and the infidels among his people, testifying in particular to 
Soayb’s supreme dialectic abilities and charming eloquence as worthy 
of the epithet ‘the Orator-Prophet' given unto him in one Hadith by the 


undisputed Master of Eloquence (PBUH), the culmination of all Prophets 
and Messengers, God bless them all. 


Inasmuch as such Verses treating So'ayb in Koran [Sura of Hid] tell 
enough of him as to spare us the effort of relating herein the purport and 
outcome of So’ayb’s mission in 'Madyan', we only reproduce herebelow, in 
full, twelve Verses in the Sirah of Hiid stating: 


{"And to the Madyan people (We sent) their brother So‘ayb. 


(1) See, for example, The Analytical Hebrew and Chaldee Lexicon, Grammatical Observa- 


tions, op. cit,, B57. 
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He said: "O my people! Worship God, you have no other g 
but Him, and give not short measure or weight, | ae City 
in prosperity; and verily I fear for you the torment 5 Sn ri, 
encompassing. And O my people! Give full measure q nd we; ay 
in justice and reduce not the things that are due to the pai 
and do not commit mischief in the land, causing corrupti, e, 
That which is left by God for you (after giving the Hehts n, 
the people) is better for you, if you are believers. Ang ; Z 
not set over you as a guardian.” They said: "0 Soayby ides 
your prayer command that we leave off what our fathers lip 
to worship, or that we leave off doing what we like wit, bib 
property? Verily, you are the forbearer, right-minded!” (Th ey 
said this sarcastically). He said: "O my people! Tell me, if Thave 
a clear evidence from my Lord, and He has given me q good 
sustenance from Himself (shall I corrupt it by mixing it with, the 
unlawfully earned money). I wish not, in contradiction to you, 
to do that which I forbid you. I only desire reform so far as Iam 
able, to the best of my power. And my guidance cannot come 
except from God, in Him I trust and unto Him I repent. Ando 
my people! Let not striving with me cause you to suffer the fate 
similar to that of the people of Noah or Hiid or Siileh, and the 
people of Lot are not far off from you! And ask forgiveness of 
your Lord and turn unto Him in repentance. Verily, my Lord 
is Most Merciful, Most Loving." They said: "O So‘ayb! We do 
not understand much of what you say, and we see you a weak 
(man, it is said that he was a blind man) among us. Were it not 
for your family, we should certainly have stoned you and you 
are not powerful against us." He said: "O my people! Is then my 
family of more weight with you than God? And you have cast 
Him away behind your backs. Verily, my Lord is surrounding all 
that you do. And O my people! Act according to your ability and 
ane on my way). You will come to know who 
edaut ssaatetiane nt th t will cover him with 
you! Verily, I too am 
id came, We 


_ way, and 


to Abraham 


So'ayb, M 
and those who believed with beter 0'ayb, Madyan | er 


nd the Shout (of torment) seized the te 4 Mercy from Us. 
(dead) prostrate in their homes, As ng-doers, and they 


if they had 
1 So away with Madyan! As away with T aad as a 


ions were destroyed)."} i 
nati [Kor. Hiid (The Prophet Had): 84-95] 


HO 


Now. how sg ek Prophet, so foolishly accused of imposture, have 
kno such details a out such Prophets as Hiid, Saléh and So'ayb anepoken 
in the ‘Holy Bible’, anc more especially about So‘ayb and his peuple the 
idianites» whose <p were nearest to 'Zoar' (Hebrew ‘Soir’, i e. ‘the 
gll-one’) the small village where Lot, the day Sodom was destroyed, took 


fue not too many decades before Midian’s doom?! 


it is precisely within the context of answering such question that the 
er of the Koran, the Almighty Omniscient, undertook to miraculously 
jain the very meaning of Hebrew 'Medyan' (the dwelling) completely 
ynknown to Hebrews themselves long before, and long after, the revealing 
of the Noble Koran. This name 'Madyan' is explained by direct Synonymy 
within the context of a Majestic Divine Statement, that it is only natural of 
the All-Knowing, the Sender of all Prophets, to be well-informed of each one 
prophets story with his people of old, whom Mohammad witnessed not: 


{"And you (O Mohammad) were not on the Al-Garbiyy”, 
when We made clear to Moses the commandment, and you 
were not among those present. But We created generations 
[after generations i.e. after Moses], and long were the ages 
that passed over them. And you (O Mohammad) were not a 
dweller among the people of Madyan, reciting Our Verses to 
them. But it is We Who kept sending (Messengers)."} 


[Kor. Al-Qasa$ (The Narrative): 44-45] 
QOQO2O 


(Chapter IV 


pul Ala’ (Father of Height), 
jeadet of Mankind 


e present chapter cConipr ire eight proper names that will be treated 
the following order: Azar (Thara, Abraham's father), Abraham, Lot, 
gel, Isaacs Jacob, Israel (a surname of Jacob) and Joseph. 


art from Abraham, the great Prophet and grandfather of all the 

pets, including the Last Prophet by whom the Prophethood was sealed, 

giother names cited above are all centred around, and closely related to, 
-gham. ‘Azar’ (Biblical 'Thara', Hebrew "Tarah’, also "Térah’) is Abraham's 
peathen father; ‘Lot’ is Abraham's patrilineal nephew and the son of Haran 

( Abraham's brother), as recorded in the Book of Genesis; ‘Ishmael’ is Abra- 
hams eldest son from ‘Hagar’, the Egyptian handmaid of Sarah (Abraham's 
cousin and wedded wife who was until then barren); ‘Isaac’ is Abraham's 
second son and the only son of Sarah; ‘Jacob’ (together with his twin Esau, 
not mentioned in the Koran) is Isaac’s son from his wife and remote cousin, 
| Rebecca, who is the sister of the Aramaic Laban, whose two daughters, 
Leah and Rachel, would later be Jacob’s wives; ‘Israel’, who has blasphe- 
mously been described by the unscrupulous scribe of Genesis as meaning 
‘he who wrestled with God’, is a surname of Jacob that is said to be given 


tohim by God after the famous ‘wrestling’. Joseph’, son of Jacob, is the last 
Israelite Prophet before Moses. 


All these names (including Jacob’s surname 'Israel') are originally He- 
__ brew-Aramaic appellatives mentioned in an Arabic form in the Koran. The 
a only exception is the Koranic ‘Azar’, which is a magnificent Arabic transla- 
___ tion of the Biblical "Tarah’. It confirms the Divine source of the Koran, since 


en a 
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Originally named ‘Abram’, i.e. 'Father of Height’, ‘Abraham’ ; 
be an epithet given by God to Abraham. The scribe of Canes Said, 
Abram! as Who is 


blindly followed by Hebrew scholars, wrongly explains ' 
ing ‘Father of a Great Multitude’. However, the miraculous Koran 
n Sh 


the correct meaning as being ‘Leader of Mankind’. OW 
That is why our title is: 'Father of Height, Leader of Manking' 
CNCNG 


XXII. Thara 
(Kor. Azar) 


2 


impossible to comprise with the Hebrew "Tarah’ or "Térah’, Thara’s 
«the Torah (the Koranic 'Azar’) is held by anti-Koran Orientalists, 
deny the Divine source of the Koran, to be a flagrant, inexcusable 
tion from one whom they consider the impostor or the innovator of 
Koran, alleging that he muddled up the names when copying from the 
¢ according to such an unsubstantiated claim, the one who allegedly 
ve the Biblical text wholesale confused the name of Abrahams father, 
oF ack with the name of Abraham's servant, 'Eli‘ezer'. Then, he allegedly 
sie it under the influence of the Evangelic Greek name ‘Lazaros’ into 
the Anglo-French ‘Lazar’, which is near Evangelic Greek to the Koranic 
‘fat’, dropping the initial 'L' which he wrongly conceived to be the Arabic 
definitive article ‘al-' (English ‘the’)\. 
in fact, the explanation of these anti-Koran Orientalists is only against 
themselves. That is because (I) if the Prophet (PBUH) was assisted by a 
Judeo-Christian priest, as they alleged, the Prophet (PBUH) could not 
have been left uncorrected by him (the priest) since he would have been 
inevitably familiar with the Hebrew 'Tarah' and with the Biblical text in a 
_-way that allows him to differentiate between Abraham's father and servant; 
a (1) ifhe (PBUH) was unassisted by a priest, an illiterate (ie. unable to read 
_ orwrite) person would not be able to read either "Tarah’ nor ‘Eliezer’ in any 


(1) See, for example, Joseph Horovitz, op. cit., p.13. 
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Biblical text. However, if we suppose that the Prophet (PRU 
illiterate, he could not learn anything from the Hebrew pj 
not, until that time, been translated into Arabic; (III) if he 
Hebrew so that he could copy very extensively from the 
as alleged, would he or even his assistant Hebrew Priest, 
Hebrew 'EI' (the famous Hebrew word for 'God') in 'Eli‘ezer' for ’ 
Arabic definite article)? and (IV) how could the Prophet (PBUR), ( 
is undisputedly an Arab, find any difficulty in uttering the “Ayn , Who 
(very familiar to the Arabs) so as to drop it from the Hebrew Fiera 
was done by the Greek scribe of the Gospels for whom such a denies as 

ig 


H 

bl hy Rot 
ew ich 4 

(P BUR) , ‘4d 

Hebrew Ney 


if an Bible 


impossible to utter? 

Again, if he (PBUH) was uncertain about the real name of Abraham; 
father, why did he not avoid his name totally in the Koran instead ‘ 
mentioning it in only one place? 

{"And (remember) when Ebrahim (Abraham) said to his fa- 
ther Azar, ‘Do you take idols as gods? Verily, I see you and 
your people in manifest error’.”} [Kor. Al-An‘im (Cattle); 74] 

That is, the Koran dealt with Abraham’s father namelessly so many times 
in the Koranic text, why did the Koran mention him by name in this one 
single Koranic Verse? Could not such an appellative be dropped without 
doing any harm at all, whether to the syntax, metre or rhyme? 

Yes, it could have been dropped without any harm. But, by substituting 
the Arabic ‘Azar' for the Biblical Hebrew "Tarah' and explaining using an 
onomastic translation the meaning of this Hebrew name remaining, until 
now, meaningless even to Hebrew scholars themselves, the All-Knowing is 
here displaying an instance of His Divine Omniscience. 

Hebrew-Aramaic lexicographers and scholars are, until today, unable 
to give any meaning to the Biblical "Tarah' or "Térah’. This is because the 
Hebrew-Aramaic does not have the Semitic triliteral ‘TRH’. Moreover, 
there is another 'Tarah’ or "Térah' mentioned as an Evangelic Greek name 
of a place in the Sinai desert [Num. XXXII: 27-28]. Being inexplainable 
in Hebrew-Aramaic, certain lexicons (such as the Webster’s Dictionary)” 


(1) Webster's Dictionary (Unabridged), op. cit., Dictionary Supplements, P. 98. 


es 


ce wee: » but it has undoubtedly nothing to 
with the Biblical name of Tarah', who was born [Gen a 28) safe 
dim’ (literally, the city of Ar se 


aran (South of Modern Turkey) and died 
'y) an ie 
tere eer 32] at the age of 205 years, without even stepping on the 
desert oF ome" 


ic dialect which was influenced by 
sumerian phonology (an extinct, non-Semitic language) and, thus, used 


their own Sumerian cuneiform writing System. Such a system, by its nature, 
lacked Semitic sounds which were not used in non-Semitic languages, 
such as the Semitic letter 'T' representing a dull and emphatic "T’ sound 
(see our 'Phonetical Remarks’). Hence, it is natural that such Aramaeans 
of ancient Sumerian “Ur; where 'Tarah' and his forefathers coexisted for 


several centuries with their Sumerian hosts, would, over time, lose their 


own purely Semitic phonology, including their dull emphatic 'T' sound, in 
favour of their hosts’ simple "T' sound®), 


Now, since the Aramaic language (Tarah’s own dialect) does not at all 
have the Semitic triliteral ‘TRH’ (meaning 'to be sad, etc.’ in Arabic), while 
ithas the other Semitic triliteral "TRH' (meaning 'to be loaded, burdened, 
etc.’ in Hebrew-Aramaic) which is semantically quite different from its 
Arabic equivalent 'TRH' (meaning 'to abandon, etc.' in Arabic), then such a 
(1) Cf. Wolfinson’s 'A History of Semitic Languages’ (Arabic Version), Dar Al-Qalam, 

Beirut, 1980, p. 38. 
(2) This also was typically the phonological outcome of the Babylonians, who were 
__undisputedly Semites originating in South Arabia, who fought the Sumerians without 
y annihilating them and founded ancient Babylonia in the lower valley of the 
1 Euphrates rivers around the thirtieth century B.C;; Ibid., op. cit. 


Loo. 2 iam 
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Biblical ‘Tarah' could not be derived from the inexistent Arica 
Rather, it has to be derived from the existent Aramaic ‘TRyp an TR, 
Hebrew-Aramaic word model 'Pa“al’ (modified to the 'pa‘ay m Owin, 
under the effect of the middle 'r’ sound in 'TRH'), Thaw, tin. 
to have been mutated, under Sumerian influence, to the Biblic Pd ha 
which means (with its original initial Aramaic 'T’ sound) ‘the load 
“0 


or ‘the laden-back’. ty 
Since either "Tarah' or "Tarah' could not be understood by Aral iy 

former meaning 'the saddened-one’ and the latter meaning 'the Pay ip the 
one’, both different from the Biblical "Tarah’ (or rather, "Tarah’), Which ned. 
absolutely prevent, as stated earlier, any possible onomastic explanati 
the Biblical name, then the magnificent Koran had no other alternstin, 
to use an ‘onomastic translation’ of the meaning of the name, sabes 
the Koranic ‘Azar’ for the Biblical 'Tarah', both meaning 'the loaded-ong: 
‘the laden back’. The Koranic ‘Azar’ is the most scholarly Arabic transl 


thereof. 
pogo 


The Koranic ‘Azar’ challenged and is still challenging, untij 


publication of the present research, all past and present Arab linguists ang 
Koran exegetes involved in finding the link between the Koranic ‘Azar 
with the Biblical 'Tarah'”. 

However, the Arab linguist and Koran exegetes should be excused be- 
cause their problem was, indeed, too complex. First, the Koranic onomas- 
tic miracle, as exposed in the present research, was not yet discovered. 
Concerning the name of Abraham's father, the Koran could have used 
an Arabic equivalent in place of the original non-Arab name so as to sti 


(1) With the doubled consonant between one long 'a' and one short ‘a’ sounds. But since 
the letter ‘r' (in the middle of 'Tarah’) cannot be doubled in the Hebrew-Aramaic 
such obligatory singling of the 'r' sound is compensated, as a rule, by lengthening 
‘a’ instead of the one following it, so ‘Tarah’ replaces the linguistically 
th noting, is found amongst Hebrew scholars, who arestil 
Biblical 'Tarah’. 


< 


bul Ale (Father of Height), Leader of Mankind 
1V: 


riosity to semantically explore the Biblical "Tarah’, which is alread 
to them. Second, even if they had the idea, Wibod scholars wes 

now! able to find the meaning of the Biblical "Tarah’ would not cooper- 
th Arab scholars who lacked enough knowledge of the extinct Se- 
ate anguagess oe | could not embark on understanding the miracle. 
_ the Koranic ‘Azar ee to be a non-Arab word which might be 
hi sible second appellative of Abrahams father (which Biblical scholars 
concede of course). Hence, some malicious Jews at the time of early 
es falsely per suaded them to understand ‘Azar’ as a compound word 

osed of the Hebrew 'Zar' (loathsome) Preceded by the Arabic prefix 
aye quivalent to the English vocative (O1), as if ‘Azar' stood for 'A-Zar' 
meaning (O Loathsome One!). Of course, this explanation is unacceptable 
in terms of both Arabic syntax and Arabic gtammar. Moreover, I won- 
jer, how could eos magnificent Koran approve of such an awkward funny 
Hebrew Arabic mixture? wae exegetes of the Glorious Koran rejected this 
daim due to its indecorous implications that a Prophet (i.e. Abraham) used 
fo curse his own father. Fourth, 'Azar' is a new word that has never been 
heard in Arabic speech before the Koran, except perhaps for a horse that 
is only white-coloured in the rump in contrast with the forelegs with this 
contrasted white-colour girding up its loins so as to look like a white 'gir- 
die’, the very meaning of the Arabic 'Ezar’, That is why Arab linguists and 
exegetes could not understand the Koranic 'Azar' in terms of the Arabic tri- 
literal AZR as used in the Koran, especially how it could mean 'the laden- 
back one’, the very meaning of the Biblical 'Tarah’, or rather the Hebrew- 


Aramaic Tarah, such as logically analyzed above. 
et 
The Arabic triliteral WZR is indeed the direct Arabic semantic 


equivalent of the Hebrew-Aramaic TRH. Besides, the meaning of ‘loading’, 
-burdening’, etc., using the Arabic WZR also conveys the meaning of ‘guilt’ 


Thara | 249 : 


jt “and ‘sin’. The Arabic noun "Wezr', derived from Arabic WZR, means both 


load’, ‘burden’, etc., and a ‘sin’, ‘crime’, etc. This implies the meaning 


: me 
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To avoid misunderstanding the Biblical 'Tarah’ in terms of the —_ 
‘sinner’ or ‘criminal’, apparently unmeant by such a Hebrew-Aramai. ating 
especially when we know that the Hebrew 'Wazar’, which is the equiva 
of Arabic ‘wazer', meaning in Hebrew ‘laden with guilt’, ‘guilty’, oes ent 
‘sinner’, etc., is the only Hebrew word that comes from the Semitic W2r 2 
Glorious Koran coined the name of ‘Azar’ from the Arabic trilitera] om 
instead of the equivalent meaning 'Wazer’. R, 

In fact, the Arabic triliteral AZR denotes the notion of Strengey 
as ‘to strengthen’, 'to support’, ‘to back up’. However, such a Notion of 
‘strength’ conveyed by the triliteral AZR’ is indeed a back-formati, 
from substantival 'Azr' meaning, physically, 'the back’, ‘loins’, and = 
vice versa. This can be understood from the verbal form ‘AzeralYa'zary 
which means ‘to girdle oneself, or wear an 'Ezar' (a girdle) on one’s back 
The substantival ‘Azr’ with a physical meaning (i. 'the back’) is so y¢q 4 
indeed, in the Koranic Verse in which God, the Almighty, says; 3 


{“And appoint for me a helper from my family; Hiriin 


(Aaron), my brother. Strengthen my back with him."} 
[Kor. Ta-ha; 29-31] 


Having established the very meaning of substantival ‘azr' in the physi- 
cal sense (i.e. the back), the Glorious Koran proceeded to derive, inno. 
vatively but fully legitimately, the state of being ‘back-burdened' which 
fits in with the verbal form of '‘Azera/Ya’zaru'. Hence, the agentive form 
‘Azar’, has been substituted for the Biblical "Tarah' (the laden-back). 

This is one example of the unrivalled scholarship demonstrated in 
different ways throughout the Glorious Koran. 

So, will those unworthy Orientalists and critics of the Koranic ‘Azar' be 
less self-conceited? Should they not feel ashamed of their own ignorance 
in respect of the Biblical 'Tarah’, which is magnificently deciphered in the 
Koran, and come along in full modesty to learn from the Great Master? 
they not listen to the Koranic address concerning them in which God, 


iC to 7) ay 
4 43 vet ys a 


n that indicates an agent or agency; 4 


— 


[Kor. A] ‘Emrin (The Household of ‘Emran): 66] 


CNCNG 


XXII. Abraham 
(Kor. Ebrahim) 


3m 


phe piblical ‘Abraham’ (Koranic Ebrahim’) is deemed by Hebrew 

s to be a compound word that is composed of ‘Ab + Rab + Ham’. 

gt 'p' in ‘Rab’ is dropped to ease the utterance as one word, thus, the 
1 is pronounced ‘Abraham’ in Hebrew. 

Tseatinz to the hasty scribe of Genesis, who is blindly followed by all 

jst and present Hebrew scholars, 'Abrahim' precisely means ‘father of a 

vat multitude’, or father of many nations’ (Hebrew ‘Ab-Hamén-Goyim) 


[Gen XVII: 4-6], in the sense of ‘prolific procreator’. 
put the Divine Omniscient Who is the Revealer of the Koran explains 
the same Hebrew ‘Abraham' using the Koranic ‘Imam-un-Nas (Leader 
of Mankind) instead of the scribal ‘Father of many nations, which is 
semantically and grammatically impossible in Hebrew. 
Before embarking on our investigation, we should keep in mind two 
facts about the Hebrew and similar Semitic languages which we express in 
the two following rules in comparison to the standard use of English: 


Rule (I): A qualifying adjective always follows and never precedes the 
qualified noun. That is, a Hebrew person would readily say ‘a man tall’ (is 
gad6l), never ‘a tall man’ (gadol is). 


me 


, 
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for the English ‘the house of the King’ or ‘the King’s house’, P 
person would simply say 'Habbét Hammelek' (English: House i 
1 


never otherwise. 
Based on our ‘New Bible Dictionary’, 'Hammellén Hehada¢ Latangy 
brew/Hebrew, printed in Israel, and our ‘Analytical Hebrew ang thay 
d 


Lexicon, we now proceed to grammatically and semantically explo ee 
the three components of the compound Biblical name ‘Abraham’ (i os all 
+'Ra(b)' + Ham). Ay 
HEHE 
‘Ab’, is used only as a noun and stands for the English 'Fathey' in ret 
a~ 


tion to an ‘offspring’. It also means ‘Author’, ‘Inventor’, ‘Master’, ‘Thitiato, 
‘Creator’, and 'The Lord’ in the Evangelic language with reference i ae 
le 


Almighty Creator. 


The second element ‘Rab’ stands (I) as a noun, for ‘Chief’, ‘Captain 
‘Leader’ and ‘Greatness’; (II) as an adjective, it stands for ‘much’, ‘many, 
‘numerous, ‘great’, ‘vast’, ‘mighty’, ‘powerful’, ‘elder’, ‘aged’, and (IIT) as an 
adverb, it stands for 'much’, ‘abundantly’, ‘enough’. 

‘Ham’, the third and last component, is held to be derived from the 
Hebrew triliteral HMA meaning ‘to hum’ (make a humming Noise), 
Hence, 'Ham6n' means (1) noise; (II) sound of singing, rain or of a 
multitude; (III) multitude, crowd; (IV) properties, riches; and prob- 
ably from the Hebrew HMM, (V) disquietude. Used figuratively, 
‘Ham6n' may stand for the Hebrew ‘Yutér' meaning much (of) or a 


large quantity (of). 


(1) Op. cit. p.1, p.120 and p.537 et seq. 
(2) Op. cit., p.1, p.192 and p.672 et seq. 

(3) Though unhappily mistranslated into Greek ‘Pater’ rather than Greek "Theos' in the 
Gospels, which gave enough room for non-Hebrews to be led astray into the so-called 


e ‘Jesus-son-of-God' theory. 


Leader of Manking 


Pe Able (Father of Height), 
sew ‘Hamén’, Him’ or |}, 


Abr 
ot tm’, foun aham i 255 


ped d only 
\ can stand for only one Patic in the plural ‘Hamim’ 

5 ular m or 
per’ ple meanings of the Original Ne ta ing among such various 
ore xe cited above): So, "Ham! or ‘He Ms (Le. ‘riches’, the fourth 


is inapplicable as the suffix ‘Ham’ 


Genesis ag 5 


He alot meaning, is not found in the on nations). Yet, ‘Ham’ with this 
pit nich, by the very nature of this re the only ‘Hebrew’ 


'gabrhém' (their hero), ore uival, sob ' 
Hee webrew! kollahém'*(allof them,” *"® Ealish‘of them, such 


Moreover, this Hebrew possessive ‘h 


ém’ Nose 4 
soun equivalent for the Hebrew ‘Anagim' wna may be used as a 


psn)” (Arabic ‘Nas’, English ‘people’ or 


yebrew ‘Ab + Ra(b) + Ham’, 


As stated earlier, Hebrew ‘Rab' has the following substantival meanings: 
(1) Chief; (II) Captain; (III) Leader; and (IV) Greatness, while 'Ab' stands 
for the substantival (Designating a noun or noun equivalent) meanings 
such as (I) Father; (II) Author; (III) Inventor; (IV) Initiator; (V) Master; 


; (1) Any other possible forms or usages of this word that are later legitimated in Modern 
ks Hebrew are unbinding on this work. 

_ Q)The Analytical..., op. cit, Sec. III, B12. 

— @) Occurring in (II. Sam. XXIII: 6], Ibid., loc. cit. 

(4) Hammellén Hehadaé Latanak, op. cit., P. 120. 
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Speaking in terms of Hebrew Semantics, such a Substantiy,) 
Ab + Rab + Hiim, can only be explained as follows; “ean, 
&; 
1, As meaning ‘Ab (of) Rab (of) Him’, where 'Ab' is Construct, 
genitive ‘Rab’ which, in turn, is constructed with the BeNitiye 
2. As meaning 'Ab, Rab of Him’, where 'Rab' is construed ag 
apposition to ‘Ab’. 


Before deciding which one of the above two SUBBestions , 
appropriate, we should bear in mind the following facts: * Mog 


tv 
h 
Hany: the 


being in Derg 
Cet 


1) ‘Ab’ in a Semitic language, when being a prefix in a Proper na 
as ‘Abram! (Abraham's earlier name), is simply an intensifier, = Such 
in this example 'Ab + Ram' (ie. the ‘Ram’, being a proper nam. te 
the prototype of being 'Rim' which originally means hight Or 
metaphorically means ‘exalted in power or rank’. When being , > and 


1 ' ' ¢ ts. r 
in a substantive, such as pleasantness' (Hebrew 'no‘am in the vb, 
name ‘Abino'am’), "Ab' would mean ‘the source of' (i.e. the source 

0 


pleasantness in the example of ‘Abino'am’). Hence, the translation 
Hebrew 'Abram' is ‘Father of Height' not 'Father of Heigh’, 


2) Explaining the prefixal 'Ab' (sometimes ‘Abi') in Person's names such 
as 'Abram' and even ‘Abraham’, in the proper sense (i.e, a Procreatin 
father), is nothing but 'bad Hebrew’ on the part of the scribe of Genesis 
who is indulging in scribal wishful-thinking that, by God’s Promise, 
Hebrews would be proliferated through a prolific father, Abraham, 
whom they call ‘father of so many“! 


Of the 


3) According to the scribe of Genesis, the Divine Promise of prolifera- 
tion was made to ‘Abram’ twice [cf. Gen. XII: 2 and Gen. xv: 5] be- 
fore changing his name into ‘Abraham’ the third time [Gen. XVII: 5-6], 
when Abraham was ninety-nine years old with only one child, Ishmael, 
who was then aged 13 years old. Why then was there a need to change 
Abram’s name at this particular occasion into ‘Abraham’, if ‘Abraham is 

_ to be construed as 'father of so many’, which was then meaningless and 
inappropriate? 

(1) For such a ‘promise’ to be Divine, it should have come true; but it did not all along 
some thirty-eigh 


canine 


a j-‘Ala’ (Father of Height), Leader of Mankind 
: in 


5 20 mpared to the earlier ‘Abriim’ 


Abraham | 257 
proper) ‘Abrahiim’ should be at Tene tilted -one, or the exalted-one 
js is not the are for ‘father of 80 ily we more ‘honorable’. 
eupposedly dignifying epithet that replaces th. o ish is not suitable as a 
; oper). Moreover, exaltednegs' is not abs hire one (the exalted- 
‘prolific’, so as to Necessitate such : cheney Cee with 
ram’s name. 


iab’ in the earlier ‘Abram’, functionin 


the same function in the later Abra a8 a prefixal intensifier, has 


pomophony of ‘Abram’ and ‘Abraham’ am’, which simply reflects the 


ding from the ab 
Now, procee Dove unbeatable ar F 
t > 
ones from (a) to (e), we are fully entitled to state eaten ecially the 


(1) BY hr . pai Menten, according to the onomastic transla- 
tion : ff era (father of many nations) is flagrantly errone- 
ous in terms Of Hebrew syntax and gtammar. The scribe of Genesis 


wishful-thinking that the Israelites would multiply so much as to 
overwhelm the original Palestinian Population of the land of Canaan 
which God ‘gave to Abraham and to Abraham's seed after him for an 
everlasting possession’ [Gen, XVII: 8]. This promise never came true, 
at least in respect of the Israelitic branch of Abraham's dynasty. Such 
an onomastic translation of this name is wrong in three respects; (I) 
‘Ab’ in this name, just as in its precedent ‘Abram’, is not a ‘procreating 
father’ but undoubtedly a simple intensifier of the following 'Ra(b) 
ham’; (II) 'Ra(b)' in the structure of '‘Abraham' could not be construed 
as a ‘preceding’ adjective qualifying the ‘following’ 'Ham', which is 
the last component, but as a substantive standing in a genitival con- 
struction followed by ‘Ham' (i.e. Ra(b) of Ham); and (III) most fla- 
grantly, the final 'Ham' in such a name, held to denote a ‘multitude’ 
or a ‘crowd’, is simply inexistent in the singular form in the Biblical 


__ Hebrew as stated above. 


w 


_ (2)'Ab' in such a structure, as a simple intensifier of the following 'Ra(b) 
a ham’, stands in apposition with the following syllable 'Ra(b), not in a 
_ genitive construction with the latter. 
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(3) The only possible meaning in Biblical Hebrew (of the fina) 
‘Him’) is the Hebrew ‘anagim', (i.e. ‘people! in the senge OF Poh 
‘mankind’), Mey 

(4) Among all possible meanings of 'Ra(b)' as a Noun, as stan dj 
genitival construction with 'Ham' or ‘mankind’, the English © in th 
which stands for Hebrew 'Rab’, is the most appropriate, if Hy Leadey 

appropriate semantic denotation. Hence, ‘Leader of Manking' the Only 
Hebrew 'Ra(b) ham’, Stang 


(5) The prefix 'Ab', which is universally used as an intensifjey in 
names, even the feminine ones such as the Hebrew feminine sete 
(wife of David), where 'Ab(i)' is impossible to be understoog on Abit 

to the proper meaning of a ‘Procreating father’, is also an intensifier : ing 

Hebrew ‘Abra(b)ham’, by mere apposition with 'Rab', where "Ray in the 

is understood as ‘leader’, is identical to the meaning of ‘Ap’ actor ic 

the figurative meaning. 'Ab' then is not necessary in the translation a ‘* 

name ‘Abraham’, semantically contracted to ‘Ra(b)ham' (ice, the s 

Header of mankind’ and the Arabic Imam-un-nas’), as miraculous 


explained in the Koranic Verse in which God says: 


{"And (remember) when the Lord of Abraham [i.e. God] tried 
him with (certain) commands which he fulfilled. He (God) 
Said (to Abraham), “Verily, I am going to make you a leader 
of mankind (to follow you)..."} (Kor. Al-Bagarah (the Cow): 124] 


Indeed, this is a magnificent semantic denotation which the unscholarly 
scribe of Genesis, engrossed in his wishful-thinking, unfortunately failed 
to perceive. 


or 


HEE 


In comparison with the omniscient Koran, the Israelite scribe of Genesis 
knows very little about Abraham, his own forefather. 


Indeed, the scribal narrative concerning Abraham seems abrupt and 
disconnected. Throughout fifteen chapters of Genesis [from Gen. XI: 26 to 
Gen. XXV; 9] relating Abrahams life from his birth to his death at the age of 
175 years, we are told the following: “Abraham was born in 'Ur Kaseddim' 


—- 


arah became a hundred years old 
raham’s father, for untold reasons, 


yand his nephew (Lot) from 
astine) with the irrelevant reward 


ore then settled. God appeared to Abraham and told him that He would 
give the land to his offspring. From one place to another, Abraham went 
forth toward the South. Under the pressure of a famine, Abraham moved 
into Egypt with Sarah, who was a fair woman to look upon, as we were 
told. Fearing that the Egyptians might kill him in order to take his wife, 
Abraham ordered Sarah to say that she was his sister, so that they might 
'take her’ without killing him, and so it was. Before touching her, Pharaoh 
was plagued with great plagues because of Sarah, whom he had to give back 
toher husband together with great riches which Abraham would take with 
him on his journey back to Palestine. After a whole Chapter relating some 
tribal wars in which Abraham sided with Sodom to save his nephew, Lot, 
we are told that the Lord (i.e. God) appeared to Abraham promising him 
once again that his offspring would multiply in number to be uncountable 
asthe stars in the sky. At the age of 86, Abraham, as we were told, begot 
- his first son, Ishmael, to his wife's Egyptian handmaid, Hagar, who had to 


__ Would not be numbered as a multitude. At the age of ninety, when Ishmael 
’ j was then 13 years old, the Lord changed Abraham's name from ‘Abram’ into 
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according to the seribe, the Lord made a covenant with Ab 


would make from him a great nation and, in return, the 1.5, 
God for Abraham and his offspring after him. Nine year, 
was announced with the birth of Isaac, his second son, 
from Sarah, who was until then barren. The Lord told Abra 
would establish His covenant with Isaac only and the COVenant wt He 
called the covenant of circumcision (in return for promis ed hg | 
Then, Abraham circumcised himself at once. The Next two Z 
(XVIII and XIX) are almost completely dedicated to Lor story 
people. Chapter (XX) deals with Sarah’s story with Abimelech, ee i 
Gerar, where Abraham had moved (a boring repetition of her ice *8 of 
Pharaoh, ending, as always, with Abraham being enriched With gi tg 
m 


Abimelech), Chapter (XXII) treats the horrible trial of the total Surteng 
Nde, 


to God's Commands according to which Abraham had to offer his only 
SOn 


whom he loved as a burnt offering. Abraham unquestioningly obeyed j, 
Lord, but God, in the last moment, spared the child's life, and, conse Saree 
a ram was offered instead of Abraham’s son. Chapter (XXIII ) relates Sarah, 
death and burial in the cave of Machpelah, which Abraham bought from 
the children of Heth. Chapter (XXV) deals with Abraham’s Marriage to 
Keturah, who begot him six sons, and with Abraham's death and his burial 
with Sarah in the same cave of Machpelah. 

This is the whole scribal narrative concerning Abraham. As 
seen, it neither tells much about Abraham's character nor explai 
Reasons for choosing him. The whole narrative is centred around Abraham's 
promised prolificacy as contrasted with his childlessness until the age 
of 86 years, so that his descent, which would be multiplied as promised, 
might inherit the land of Canaan. Hence, the boring repetition insisting 
on proliferation, into which the scribe of Genesis was pushed by his wrong 
onomastic understanding of the name ‘Abraham. Yet, the Koranic narrative 


Taha 

IT Woulg th 
later, © the 
and the ont 


we have 
Ns God's 


is quite different. 

ree ie 

be an at MS Oa CI 

(1) Precedent chapter XXIV is limited to relating preparations for the marriage of Isaac 
_ with his cousin Rebecca. 


ey s 
“F, i i 
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ogee to the Koran, Abraham was born to a heathen father whose 
A rshiped idols. At an early age, Abraham found it repelling to the 
mind and dignity to worship man-made stone gods. Over many 
ot he contemplated the celestial bodies which he watched in the 
nigh night after night, rising and setting without finding any one of them 
ese to be the Lord. That is, one morning, after watching a star and 
the moon, he saw the sun rising as the largest and brightest, eclipsing 
agothers: For a while, he thought that the sun might be the Lord Whom he 
aware of deep in his heart, but the sun, just as the stars and the moon, 
tdown below the horizon some hours later. Yet, with the dying twilight, 
F magnificent sparkle enlightened his heart. The Lord is greater than and 
all such celestial stars and planets. He is the One Who created them 
ind designed everything from the very beginning. The One Who guides 
their movements within such a perfect system in which no star or planet is 
itted to appear or disappear except as appointed for each of them to 

do so at a particular time and place. 


~ Having known the real God, Who is the only God worthy of true 
worship, Abraham had to lead a one-man revolution against the stone- 
made gods and their priests, including his own father. He even went so 
far as to attack their idols during their absence when attending an out- 
of-door celebration and he broke them into pieces, except the chief idol, 
with which he left the axe he had used in the idol-massacre, hanging 
on its shoulder so as to insinuate that either the chief idol had attacked 
the idols by itself, in a sudden revolt against his petty 'co-gods', or that 
a he had stood helpless while some strangers broke them into pieces. In- 
stead of being ashamed of their 'gods', clearly unworthy of any reverence, 
E _ Abraham's people arrested him and managed to throw him into a huge 


_ and wife Sarah, and his nephew Lot. Those were the reasons and cir- 
cumstances under which Abraham left Ur Kaseddim, and which were 

; eft unexplained in Genesis, where the confounded scribe wrote that 
fi whole family immigrated together to Ha- 


a 


Dex her and the 
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Kaseddim to Haran at the age of one hundred years. Instead, " 
in Genesis that Abraham lived 45 years (without Providing ms ate tog 
about that period) in Haran with his father, until God comman, deta, 
to leave to the land of Canaan just to multiply his offspring thy hin 
ing more is told of Abraham's father except his death in Haran ma Oth, 
of 205 years. As to Abraham himself, we only know from Gon ag, 
he was a man who used to gather riches from one place to anoth, hay 
nothing is told about his Prophethood or his sacred Message jp Pp but 
of Canaan. Abraham in Genesis is only the grand-father of the lon and 
but in the Koran he is a totally different character. That is, Abeat 
stands as an example of a man who, by the very nature of the hum 
ing and in spite of being unaided in his endeavour for truth, exce 
his own mind, and unbothered by the overwhelming paganism — 
him, including that of his own father, sought God as the Only Ont 
be worshiped. Abraham’s faith in the Almighty had to be tested Pe to 
times and each time Abraham proved to be the example of one who os 
rendered himself to God’s Command. Abraham was rejected by his on 
people, including his father; he stood steadfast in the middle of a huge 
fire into which he was thrown by his people, a fire which would have ri 
nihilated him on the spot, except for God’s Words: 


{"O fire! Be you coolness and safety for Abraham! "} 
[Kor. Al-Anbya (The Prophets): 69] 


Ahan, 


e. 


Abraham, with his wife and his nephew, was driven out of his birth- 
place to be stranger in the land of Canaan for many years without any 
child, in spite of his prayers to the Almighty to grant him one. At an 
advanced age, he begot Ishmael (Hebrew 'Yeéma‘l', i.e. ‘God hears!'), 
However, Abraham was ordered to abandon the infant and his mother 
in a far-off desert in Mecca, near the Ka‘ba, where the child grew up. As 
soon as Ishmael entered the age of puberty, Abraham was afflicted with 
the most horrible test; to take his knife and kill his son with his own 
hands as an offering to the Lord. Ishmael was then Abraham's only son, 
the son whom Abraham had so long waited for, and whose replacement 
by another child seemed utterly hopeless at his very advanced age. As 
expected from a man who fully surrendered himself to God’s Will, the 
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CH. IV: Abul- 


son, Isaac, 
name ‘Imam-un-Nas' (Hebrew ‘Abraham’ and English ‘Leader of 


Mankind’, as previously analyzed), due to his faith and compliance to 
God’s Commands, even the severest ones. From this compliance comes 
the Arabic word ‘Muslims’, which means ‘those who submit themselves to 


new 


God', and whose true father is Abraham. 


Peace be upon Abraham, Leader of Mankind, the honorable father of 
ationality, and woe to the scribe 


all Muslims everywhere and of whatever n 
of Genesis and his followers who purposely mistook the translation of 
‘Abraham’ as a prolific father of the Israelites. 

QYOaOAYO 


XXIV. Lot 
(Kor. "Liit') 


——A3—~ 


The name cbalh en a and Hebrew 'Lét’) means ‘veil! or the ‘veiled- 

e'. It is the surname given to Abraham's nephew and follower who lived 
on dom, and whom God spared from Sodom’s doom under the veil of the 
‘ ight, 88 recorded in the Bible and the Koran. 


yots name is explained with this same meaning by three onomastic 

ways in the Koran: 

1) By simply using the Arabic form of the word, from the Semitic LWT, 
which is present in both Hebrew and Arabic, as meaning to cover or veil. 
The Koranic ‘Lit’ is a verbal noun in the Arabic form ‘fo'l (an Arabic 
morphological unit) denoting the objective state (i.e., he who has been 
covered or veiled). 

2) By using an ironic antonym when describing the people that lived in his 
city, whose characters were the opposite of his. In Liits address to his 
people who came to rape his angelic guests, as was their custom with 
every new-comer passing by or entering their city. Lot said, addressing 
his people and exhorting them to spare his guests: 


{"Verily! These are my guests, so shame me not!"} 
[Kor. Al-Hijr (Thamiid’s Habitation): 68] 


The word 'shame' in the aforementioned Koranic text is the equivalent of 


the Arabic triliteral FDH (originally means to uncover or make naked) 
and the exact antonym of the Hebrew-Arabic LWT (meaning to cover) 


___ Also, Liit disapprovingly asks his people, who are so perverse to comm 
__ sodomy unsheltered in public, saying: 


{"Do you commit ALPahishah (evil, great sin, every ji, 
sexual intercourse, sodomy) while you see seg 
le 


of 
another doing evil without any 


[Kor. An-Naml (The Ant). 54] 


any screen” means “unveiled”. The same mean; 
ng 
Can 


The phrase “without 
be observed in Lot's saying to his people: 

{"Verily, you practice sodomy with men, and rob the wayfare, 
(travelers)! And practice Al-Munkar (disbelief and polytheisr, 
and every kind of evil wicked deed) in your meetings.” But 
his people gave no answer except, that they said: "Bring God's 
Torment upon us if you are one of the truthful.”} 

[Kor. Al-‘Ankabiit (The Spider): 29} 


in narrating Lot's escape under the veil of the night 


3) By mere portrayal, 
of physical blindness that hit the wicked aggresso, 
$ 


and by the miracle 
of his people. 
QYOAOAO 


XXV. Ishmael 
(Kor. 'Isma‘il') 


I 


gel (Hebrew 'Yeémaél’), literally meaning ‘God hears’, is the name 
ae raham to his eldest son, whom he begot from Hagar (Sarah's 
give < “d handmaid), thirteen years before Isaac’s miraculous birth by 
ai erself. Accordingly, Ishmael remained for thirteen years (up to 

¥, birth), the single and unique son of Abraham. Being so is a fact that 
never be applied to Isaac, who was born second to Ishmael, or ertiapnd 
Abraham's sons after Isaac. There is no doubt that the single and unique 


of Abraham is the one before Isaac; Ishmael. 


Yet, we read in Genesis that Isaac was mentioned when Abraham bis 
ordered by God to offer his single and unique son as a burnt offering. 
God says: 

{"Take now thy son, thine only son, whom thou lovest, Isaac, 
and get thee into the land of Moriah; and offer him there for 
a burnt offering upon one of the mountains which I will tell 


thee of."} 
[Gen. XXII: 2] 


Now, how could the name of Isaac occur in the Divine Command to 
Abraham to offer his only son as a burnt offering? How could the All- 
- Knowing God mistake Isaac for Ishmael, who was Abraham's only son be- 
birth of Isaac? How could the test be the severest one for Abraham 
slaying his second son, Isaac, Abraham would be left with his first 


“ Ee ‘ 
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Moreover, how could Abraham consider such a Commang 
while knowing that God, for Who it is impossible to err, - Divin, 
possibly mistake Isaac for Ishmael, the ‘only son’ of Abra” d 
Isaac's birth? How could he believe that he was really ordere dyn 
to slay his second son, Isaac, while he was promised earlie, Ge. Gog 
19] that God would establish His covenant with Isaac himself a I, 

With 


Noy 


his offspring? 
The test by which God established Abraham to be duly entit] 
his new appellative ‘Abraham’, (i.e. Leader of Mankind jn tite 3 
and total self-surrender to God), and which concerned Abraham ath 
son as we are told, could only take place prior to Isaac’s birth, ae 
Abraham was a father of only one son; Ishmael, the only legitimate h en 
of this test. 
But the unscrupulous scribe, who was eager to deprive the Ishma 
elites of such honour and impart it to his own folk, the Israelites (the 
children of Jacob, son of Isaac), managed in his text to substitute the 
name of 'Isaac' for that of 'Ishmael', making necessary amendments, such 
as displacing the events of the test whereby Abraham, due to fulfilling 
the Divine Command, could have deservedly earned his new appella- 
tive ‘Abraham’ (i.e. 'Leader of Mankind’), from chapter (XVII), where it 
should belong, to chapter (XXII) so as Isaac could have been born and 


would have grown-up. 

Since a ‘perfect crime’ does not exist, this outright forgery did not pass 
unnoticed. The wicked scribe, in his haste to substitute one name for 
another, overlooked to drop out the adjectival phrase ‘thy only son’ from 
his forged account concerning Isaac, so it could never apply to Isaac, the 


second son of Abraham. 

_ Under the circumstances, and deeming that it is impossible for the 
Almighty to say these inconsistent statements, we are fully entitled to 
conclude that the scribe is a liar either in naming Isaac as “the lad to be 

iin’, or in qualifying him as Abraham’s only son. Otherwise, we ©a? 
deduce that Ishmael, against what is written in the whole Biblical text, did 


‘uC 
$5 
chs 


| 
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; es Eointha te os aoa that the entire Biblical texts were 

wholly ivine Source. The “we 

ylar, is no exception. book of Genesis, in 
BoBC So 


Ending with the story of the death of Joseph in Egypt, the book of 

nesis, which starts with the creation, could not possibly, be attribut- 

to Abraham, Sats Jacob or Joseph; nor could it be attributed to any 
of the Hebrews during. their captivity in Egypt, since it relates nothing 
of the Hebrew annals in Egypt after Joseph. The book of the Exodus, 
which is the second in the so-called Moses’s 'Pentateuch’, starts with 
Moses’s birth, separating Joseph’s death from Moses’s birth by more 
than three centuries. 


ag ‘historic’ gap which separates Joseph’s death from Moses’s 

pirth, together with the fact that the book of the Genesis cannot be 
attributed to Abraham, Isaac, Jacob or Joseph, unbeatably supports 
the fact that the book of the Genesis is not the work of any Prophet or 
Messenger of God. Rather, it is the work of some nameless scribe(s) 
who compiled inside the court of King David and his successors, 
depending on remote reminiscences, where truth was mixed with 
unbridled imagination. 


Hence, the book of the Genesis is absolutely no part of the Authentic 
Divine Revelation to Moses on Mount Sinai, as alleged. 


Accordingly, the forgery of the scribe of Genesis, concerning the 

ee 

“test of slaughter’, which is represented by substituting the name Isaac’ 
or the name ‘Ishmael’, is only one instance among many of scribal 


EGG 


270 ' The Onomastic Miracle in the Koran 
f"And he said (after his rescue from the fire), ‘Verily, Lam going 
to my Lord. He will guide me! My Lord! Grant me (offspring) 
the righteous’. So, We gave him the glad tidings of 
1 forbearing boy; and, when he (his son; Ishmael) was 14 
enough to walk with him, he (Abraham) said, ‘O my sony 
have seen ina dream that lam slaughtering you (offering you 
k, what you think!’, He (Ishrnael) 


asa sacrifice to God), so loo 

said: "O my father! Do that which you are coninnnded, Inshep 

God (if God wills), you shall find me among As-stibirin (the 
)? Then, when they had both submitted themselye, 

(to the Will of God), and he had laid him prostrate on his 

forehead (or on the side of his forehead to slaughter him), 

and We called out to him, ‘O Ibrahim (Abraham)! You have 


fulfilled the dream!’ Verily! Thus do We reward the Muhsinin 
(good-doers). Verily, that indeed was a manifest trial, and We 


ransomed him with a great sacrifice (i.e. a ram); and We left 
for him (a goodly remembrance) among the later generations, 
Salamun (peace) be upon Ibrahim (Abraham)! Thus indeed 
do We reward the Muhsinin (good-doers). Verily, he was one 
of Our believing slaves, and We gave him the glad tidings of 
Ishiig (Isaac), a Prophet from the righteous. We blessed him 
and Ishiiq (Isaac), and of their progeny are (some) that do 
right, and some that plainly wrong themselves.”} 

[Kor. AS-Saffat (The Rangers): 99-113] 


The foregoing Koranic Verses confirm, beyond the fact that the hero 


of the test of slaughter was Ishmael not Isaac, that the tidings of Ishmael’s 
birth were given to Abraham on the day he left his pagan people, and upon 
his first prayer for a righteous offspring. Meanwhile, the tidings of Isaacs 
birth were given to Abraham as a Divine Reward on the day he fulfilled the 
‘test proper’ with Ishmael, (ie. the test of slaughter). 

It is true that the fulfilment of the Divine Promise of the ‘forbearing 
son’ (ie. Ishmael), was delayed many years until Abraham was in his late 
eighties. However, the great Abraham never doubted the Divine Promise. 
When Hagar at last begot him the ‘forbearing son’, he could do nothing but 
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a 
an 
jiterally means 'God hears’, in the sense of ‘God is the Hearer'’. 
mhis Jatter meaning is explained by the Glorious Koran as follows: 

God says: 

and (remember) when Ibrihim (Abraham) and (his 
son) Isma% (Ishmael) were raising the foundations of 
the House ( the Ka‘bah at Makkah), (saying), ‘Our Lord! 


Accept (this service) from us. Verily! You are the All- 


dearer, the All-Knower."} (Kor. Al-Baqarah (The Cow): 127) 


He also says: 
(“All the praises and thanks be to God, Who has given me in 


my old age Ismail (Ishmael) and Ishiiq (Isaac), verily! My 
Lord is indeed the All-Hearer of invocations.”} 


[Kor. Ibrahim (Abraham): 39] 
OYGoNGoNG) 


g God saying, "God hears! (my prayers), Hebrew "Yesma 
: vot iS why the forbearing son’s name is 'Yesma‘él' (Koranic ‘Isma‘tl’), 


XXVI. Isaac 
(Kor. Ishaq’) 


SS R= 


As stated earlier, the name of Isaac (Arabic 'Ishaq’) is originally the 
Hebrew 'yeshiq', which literally means ‘he laughs' (i.e. 'the laughing-one’). 
This Hebrew name ‘Isaac’ (the laughing-one) is magnificently given its 
onomastic explanation within the context of the Koran which relates the 
story of the angels who were sent to overthrow Sodom on its people. On 
their way to Lot's village, the angels visited Abraham (Lot’s uncle) to tell 
him the news of the forthcoming conflagration, and to assure him that his 
nephew would be spared from the village. At first sight, Abraham mistook 
the angels for ordinary men and hurried to prepare a meal to honour them, 
but the angels, of course, did not stretch out their hands to eat Abraham's 
food. They told him that they were angels and that they were sent down 
for a specific mission in addition to give him tidings of the birth of his 
second son, Isaac. Abraham's wife, Sarah, who was standing there, laughed 
bashfully at the news of begetting a child in her old age. In fact, her laughter 
suggested the name of the child, Isaac (the laughing-one). 


"And his wife was standing (there), and she laughed. We 
gave her glad tidings of Ishiiq (Isaac) and, after Ishiig, Ya‘qiib 


(Kor. Hiid (the Prophet Hiid): 71] 
QYOAoojo 


XXVIII. Jacob 
(Kor. Ya’ qiib’) 


2 —— 
is Abraham's smmediate 


jas Israel), father of the Israelites, 


por ae nt 
jac as bord 
as a cob’ (Hebrew 
o Hebrew triliter 
fro". poth form and meaning. 
roan ae cree onomastic translation, sees 
ae faa a as conceived and repeatedly 
pesit fr one’s father. barhomerere foe - Scher is entitled to in- 
joubtedly an Israelite (i.e. descending from Jacob, the enesis, who is UD- 
0 is in pe the perone son of Abraham), if ew pes Kb of Isaac, 
ne a ay 5 Gait it will deprive the Israelites rd : s pacers 
7 5 Divinely Promised Heritage which, accordin any right to Abra- 
himself, belongs only to the Ishmaelites (b rding to the principle he sets 
Writing 00 his own authority and not ranch of Abraham's offspring)- 
sense, the unholy scribe excluded Spang wt i y logic or common 
is father’s heritage upon 


sarahi’s request, which was 

4 una . 

j Who apparently says: ppealing to Abraham but confirmed by God 
For in Isaac shall thy seed be called"} 


gaac. 

ih iwi Esau. This explains the meaning of his 

sae y which literally means ‘he comes after’, 
QB. This triliteral is identical to the Arabic one 


Yet, the scribe ° 
sce, ACCOL 


it othe ; 
sted upon in 


f 
— wal 
[Gen. XXI: 12] 


| 
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Hence, the unholy scribe tried to legitimize the first infring 
Me 

nt 


Of 


the principle of primogeniture. 

Now, Isaac has been designated as the sole and unique hej, of Ab 

However, it remained for the Israelitic scribe to establish Jacob a "Ahan, 

4 P Ste.” 

immediate heir who is entrusted with continuing the blesseq ‘ed Saac, 
Deh 


Abraham's dynasty through his father; Isaac. Nevertheless, a Problem 
es in the person of Esau (Jacob's twin), who stubbornly comes eae 
ist 


from their mother’s womb and, hence, according to the same ; 
: j ; Nej 

of the first-born, becomes the sole and unique, immediate hej, i Ciple 

Saac’, 


heritage, including the Divine Promises which were made to Aiea. 
and to Abraham's seed through Isaac. am 


Yet, Esau’s primogeniture was not a problem at all for a Man of ; 
sources such as our fanciful scribe. He managed to invent the funny es 
of Jacob, who struggled with his twin, Esau, in their mother’s womb a 
came out after him, seizing his heel as if hindering him from behind. This 
insinuates that the name ‘Jacob’ (Hebrew ‘Ya‘aqéb') was derived from this 
‘heel’ (Hebrew “aqéb' from the same Hebrew triliteral ‘QB). Jaco} Ha 
not the one who came out after Esau, but rather the one who Strived to 


be born first. 
In spite of the ‘strife in the womb’, ending with Jacob’s failure to estab. 


lish priority over Esau, the funny scribe tells us that God appeared ina 
vision to their mother, Rebecca, and confided to her that the elder of her 
two twins, who struggled in her womb, should serve the younger [Gen. 
XXV;: 23], as being a solemn Divine Declaration of Jacob’s priority over 
Esau. Yet, Esau should give up his birthright to Jacob in order to settle 
the matter between the two twins. Accordingly, we are told that Esau, 
who did not care much for his birthright, sold it to his second-born 
twin, Jacob, upon his request for a piece of bread and some pottage of 
lentil [Gen, XXV: 29-34]. Finally, to demonstrate the legator’s approval 


(ie. Isaac's), we are told throughout chapter (XXVII) that when Isaac 
and dim-sighted, he felt his near death. So he called Te 
han give him the last blessings approp* a 


mother, conspired with her belove 
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_» to disguise himself in the person of Esau, to feed his father and 
ie ve his last blessings in Esau’s stead. The trick worked well and the 
see gim-sighted Isaac gave his last blessings to Jacob, thinking he was 
| i” eldest son. When the ‘real’ Esau came in and knew what happened 
a d his back, he entreated his father to give him a blessing too, but 
gaa said: 
r "Behold, I have made him thy lord, and all his brethren have I 
given to him for servants; and with corn and wine have I sustained 
him; and what shall I do now for thee, my son?”} 


f [Gen. XXVII: 37] 


Esau answered: 
{“Hast thou but one blessing, my father? Bless me, even me also, 
O my father.”} 
[Gen. XXVII: 38] 


But, as if cursing Esau rather than blessing him, Isaac said: 


{“Behold, thy dwelling shall be the fatness of the earth, and of 
the dew of heaven from above. And by thy sword shalt thou live, 
and shalt serve thy brother; and it shall come to pass when thou 
shalt have the dominion, that thou shalt break his yoke from off 
thy neck.”} 

[Gen. XXVII: 39-40] 


By these words which the scribe of Genesis put in Isaac’s mouth, the 
matter was settled for good between the two twins that had a dispute 
about their father’s heritage. Despite the principle of the first-born, 
Jacob (the scribe’s own immediate forefather), has ever since had the 

strong hand over Esau, Jacob’s first-born twin. From now on Jacob 
(alias Israel) would be recognized as being the founder of the blessed 
__ branch of Abraham's dynasty; the people who had been chosen by God 
~ to.continue Abraham's Heavenly Mission, preach the cult of the One 


es lll 
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In fact, throughout the scribal narrative, the Princip. ws 
born is rarely respected or cared for. That is; the Scribes ac . fn, 
with the principle of ‘the younger brother’. This was the om n My: 
versus Ishmael; Jacob versus Esau and Judah (Jacob's fourth i . 
all his brothers including Joseph, their real master in Eg Ms ,; in’ 
(Uacob’s third son), who is the immediate forefather of Moses, rs 
est personality in the whole Jewish history. The deviation Hon, e Brea 
born principle was intentional on the part of the Scribe to justig 
y 


Purposes which are: 

(1) To legitimize, contrary to the first-born Principle by which he 
himself, the Israelitic claim to maintain heirship of Abraham (i oun d 
being 'Divinely’ Promised; and to raise Judah over all his brothers Bacy a. 


(2) To pay due reverence to Judah, King David's forefather, bY comm, 
his work in the court of David and David's successors Concern; 
dah’s lineage. 

The legacy of Abraham, Leader of Mankind, was Not land and tiche 
Rather, Abraham’s succession was the leadership of Mankind toward obe Y 
ing the One God. Persons who are eligible to such leadership Or Prophet. 
hood are chosen by God Himself, depending upon their Own merits ang 
regardless of blood relation or order of birth. God, the Alm ighty, says in 
the Koran: 


{ "Verily, among mankind who have the best claim to Ebrihim 
(Abraham) are those who followed him, and this Prophet 
(Mohammad) and those who have believed (Muslims), and 
God is the Wali (Protector and Helper) of the believers. "} 


| 
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bic name ('Ya‘giib' 

facts the Aegean ean qiib’), which is mentioned in the Mag- 

Koran as 8 he who succeeds or comes after” and which 


gerived from a se hadoapiasiag ‘QB, means 'the Successor’. But, 
is jofty onomastic explanation was, of course, beyond the reach of the 


his 1 , scribe. 
HG 


oranic 'ya‘qiib' is formed from the Arabic ‘yaf‘al’ (an Arabic mor- 
cal unit). As a noun, Arabic 'Ya‘qiib' literally means ‘the successor 
(ie. the successor of Abraham’s tradition through Isaac). 


Ala’ (Father of Height), Leader of Mankind 


al 


sp 
pore" Ros _ he 
jacobs which is os 3 the Glorious Koran by an onomastic 
slation as the Arabic 'Ya‘qiib' which, in turn, means 'the successor’, 
ig the only grammatically etree translation of the original Hebrew 
rya'agod> the third gee singular present tense of the Hebrew basic 
rriliteral verb “aqab'. This verb means only to succeed or come after 
put never means to take by the heel, in the sense of ‘to hinder from 
ind’, as alleged by the scribe of Genesis. In this latter case, as He- 


pehin 
brew scholars would readily concede, the name Jacob would have been 


'ye'aqged’ from the doubled model “eqgéb’, but not 'Ya‘aqéb’ from the 
‘gal’ model “aqab’. 
Glorified be God, the All-Knowing Speaker in the Koran, ‘Who has 
taught by the pen, He has taught man that which he knew not. 


. QJOQYOAYO 


XXVIII. Israel 
(Kor. Isra’il) 


SS Qa 


srael (the popeeus Spr name of Jacob), father of the Israelites, is written 
in Hebrew script 'Ysr’l’, but Pronounced 'Yesra él’. It means, as understood 
the scribe of the Genesis, 'he who wrestles with God’. The name is taken 
m 'yesra’, the third person singular present tense of the Hebrew trilit- 
eral ‘SRA: which means to wrestle, combined with ‘él’, the Hebrew name of 
God, as its direct object. 
To support this morbid onomastic meaning, the scribe of Genesis nar- 
rates a passage [Gen. XXXII: 24-32], which is overdosed with blasphemies 
and hallucinations, in which God, disguised as a man, appeared to Jacob one 
night and wrestled with him until the break of day. Finding himself unable 
to prevail against Jacob, the man-god touched the hollow of Jacob’s thigh 
and brought the sinew of Jacob’s thigh off its joint saying, “Let me go, for the 
day breaketh”. Jacob answered, “I will not let thee go, except thou bless me”. 
The man-god said, “What is thy name?” Jacob said, “Jacob”. The man-god 
said, “Thy name shall no more be called Jacob, but Israel” (Heb. Yesra él). 
laining the name and presenting his Divine Person to Jacob, the man- 
8 P. 8 
‘od added, “For as a prince hast thou power with God and with men, and 
g Pp. P 
hast prevailed.” (Heb. ‘ki sarita ‘im elohim we‘im anasim watukal')™. Jacob 


(1) This is very embarrassing indeed to any Judeo-Christian Hebrew scholar reading 
Genesis in its original text. As to readers of non-Hebrew translations, such as the 
_ English one, the translation had to be alleviated, as we soon shall see, in contrary to 


_ Hebrew Lexicon & Hebrew grammar. 


Tia 
5 i ' 
—————— - = 
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asked the man-god about his name, and the man-god said, “Wher 
that thou dost ask after my name? And he blessed him there» Sy, isi 
the name of the place 'Peniel' (literally, Face of God), justifying hig Caley 
“For I have seen God face to face and my life is preserved” 4, se “Ying 
Over Penuel “the sun rose upon him, and he halted upon his thigh ” Passe 
fore’, adds the ‘learned’ scribe, “the children of Israel eat not of the ete, 
which shrank, which is upon the hollow of the thigh, unto thi, day: Sineyy 
he (God) touched the hollow of Jacob's thigh in the sinew that shtanje 
This blasphemous Hebrew surname ‘Yesra’él', which literal] | 
‘he who wrestles with God’, does not dignify a Prophet such a reat 
the immediate grandson of Abraham. Moreover, it is dishonourabj, 
Jacob’s descendants who, perhaps unknowingly, still feel proug ia to 
themselves after him ‘Yesra’elim’, (i.e. the Israelites). ng 


How could even Satan himself, let alone a Prophet as great as Jacob 
claim such a blasphemous surname? How could the Ineffable Almighty 
Who was recorded as coining such a surname and explaining it with the 
words “For as a prince hast thou (Jacob) power with God and with men, 
and hast prevailed,” be considered as blaspheming against His Own Self? 
How could God, Who is Invisible, appear disguised as a man to any of 
His creatures, albeit Jacob himself? How could God condescend to wrestle 
with any creature? How could any creature resist God (we are told that 

the Almighty could not prevail against Jacob in such a fanciful wrestling)? 
How could any true believer in the God of Moses concede the Divine 


Creditability of such a hallucination? 


Linguistically speaking, we should ‘excuse’ the scribe of Genesis, in 
whose days which undoubtedly belong to several centuries after Moses, 
as Jacob’s surname, which is written 'Ysr’l' in classical Hebrew, was pto- 
nounced 'Yesra’él', which can only mean ‘he who wrestles with God’. Em- 
no doubt by this only possible meaning, the poor scribe, guided 

eadings in Greek mythology, thought that it would be 
1 of coining such a surname. Since God tells the truth, 
restling’ between God and Jacob should have paken 
der to ornament his fanciful narrative, the scribe 


Darra: 


tll? (Father of Height), Leader of Mankind Israel W283 
a precious occasion by which he ex 


it as 
er gonot eat, unto this day, the sinew that shrank?, which is upon the 


OO 


seat would be shocking to any true believer who read the ‘Holy 


«the Bross meaning of such a surname had to be alleviated, at least 


ible 4 Hebrew readers of Genesis. 
nor” ’ 
ecordingly, in the English version of the Old Testament, which in- 

ts the English reader, the Hebrew words which are attributed to God 

4 which explain on His behalf the name 'Yesra’al' (I mean: ‘ki sarita “im 
# sm weim anasim watukal’, which literally means, 'For thou hast wres- 


him ; : 
a with God and with men and hast prevailed’), are loosely and purposely 


wi gated by the English translator as follows: 


{“For, as a prince hast thou power with God and with men and 
hast prevailed of 


[Gen. XXXII: 28] 


That is, Israel does not mean the one who wrestles with God, but the 
one who, as a prince, has power with God. 


Allgood intentions are respectfully considered, however, such ‘prince- 
ly power with God’, as conceded to ‘Israel’ by the English translator so 
4s to alleviate the gross blasphemy of surnaming Jacob as the one who 
wrestles with God, unfortunately alleviates nothing. This is due to the 
- following reasons: 


(1) The notion of 'to have princely power with God’, however subtly 


clo 


ined. 


expressed, is the same and not less blasphemous, particularly as the 
sing words of the Divine Statement ‘and hast prevailed’ are still 


284 ! The Onomastic Miracle in the Koran 
(2) The whole scribal narrative effectively refers to q phys; 
between God and Jacob (since the English translato, Phy Wes 
use no word but the English word 'wrestling’), in which ~ d Cxpr, 3 
mighty, was utterly unable to prevail, as translated jn the hy ‘ly 
sion of the Old Testament. ‘Nglig) 
(3) The English translation ‘For, as a prince hast thou powe, ois 
original ‘to wrestling with’, is totally erroneous in biting a orth, 
grammar and syntax. This is because the English translator thre, 
ally mistakes the Hebrew triliteral SRA, which has only ote to, 
‘to wrestle’ for the Hebrew triliteral SRR, which means ‘tg neg Ding 
ion’ or ‘be a prince’ and according to which, the name Yesraay om 
have been read ‘Yasorél’ or ‘Yesror€l'; the correct derivative : Showy 
Hebrew triliteral SRR. TOM the 


This liberty as taken by the English translator to understand the ake 
nal 'Ysr'l' in terms of another possible dotting system which jg fae 
from the one used by the scribe of Genesis and, thenceforth, the a 
Biblical text, as deformedly handed down some centuries after ae 
death in Egypt, lawfully entitles us to assume, on our own behalf - 
only rightfully possible dotting system, that which was used by Jacobs 
contemporaries, in pronouncing such a surname which is originally writ. 
ten 'Ysr'l' in the Hebrew non-vocal alphabet: It is "Yéserél' which literally 
means ‘God binds’. It is derived neither from the Hebrew SRA nor SRR, 
but rather from ASR which means ‘to bind’ as by a vow. Thus, the in- 
tended meaning in respect of Jacob is 'the one by whose vow God binds, 
which is the nearest to the other Biblical name ‘Asarél' [I. CH. IV: 16], 
whose literal meaning is ‘he whom God has bound' and which is derived 


from the same origin: ASR. 


HG 


As stated earlier, surnames such as 'Israel' are mere descriptive nouns of 
some important event that marked the person who has been surnamed. 
acob, the Prophet, such event could in no cas¢ be 
d' as imagined by the unholy scribe. That's be 

the deformed dotting of the name” 


j 


Sacred’ and, hence, unlawful 1 


eaten 

such en about the Divine Wrestling and the Divine 

which are wOPCAWiae for both God and His Prophet Jacob, we are 
the only solid fact in the whole Scribal Passage; the Jews inherited 


why, then, had Jacob vowed to eat no more 
spat is 08 the hollow of the thigh’? Was it bec 
was dipped in goats’ blood by Joseph's brother 
then prought it to their father claiming that 
east) Was torn at the hollow of the thigh, s 


of 'the sinew that shrank 
ause Joseph's coat (which 
s [Gen. XXXVIL: 31], who 
he was devoured by an evil 


: ox 0 that Jacob abstained from 
eating what the ‘innocent evil beast first ate of Joseph? Probably; but God 


only knows! 

As opposed to Hebrew scholars who blindly followed the unholy 
scribe of Genesis, the Glorious Koran construes the Biblical 'Ysr1' in 
terms of the Hebrew 'Yéser%l', which is derived from the Hebrew ASR 
(meaning to bind), in the third person singular present tense ‘yéser’, with 
él the Hebrew name of God as its subject, as meaning 'the one by whose 
own vow God binds’. The Glorious Koran magnificently explains Jacob's 


surname by saying: 
a ah {"All food was lawful to the Children of Israel, except what 
Israel made unlawful for himself before the Tauriit (Torah) 


__ was revealed. Say (O Mohammad): ‘Bring here the Taurat 
_ (Torah) and recite it, if you are truthful’."} 


[Kor. Al ‘Emran (The Household of ‘Emran): 93] 


/ 
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That is, God did not forbid any food to the Israelites before th, Tor 
Tah 
idde, 


except that He made forbidden for them what Israel had already forb 
for himself (i.e. ‘the sinew that shrank that is upon the hollow of the th 

Hence, the scribe of Genesis phonetically deformed 'Yéserél' ( Which rp, ‘sh’ 
the one by whose own vow God binds) to 'Yesra’él' (i.e. the one who we, 


Mean, 
Stles 


with God), which is preposterous. 
Blessed be He, the Revealer of the Koran and the All Knowing Wh 


says: 
{"Woe to those who write the book (the Bible) with their own 
hands and then say, 'this is from God’ thereby to gain a trifling 
price; therefore, woe to them for that which their hands have 


written, and woe to them for their (evil) earning!"} 
[Kor. Al-Bagarah (The Cow): 79] 


QYOQOO 


XXIX, Joseph 
(Kor. 'Yiisof’) 


I. 


oseph (Koranic — = Hebrew 'Yoséf'), who is the last Israelitic 
phet before Moses, e Jacob's dearest son and the first son from Jacob's 
paloved ‘Rachel’. = ane brothers from Rachel's sister, Leah (Jacob’s 
and ‘ess cherished’ wife), conspired to get rid of him. Killing was 
air first proposal concerning Joseph, but finally they commuted it to 
ing him into a deep, empty pit. This initiated a series of events start- 
ing with Joseph being kidnapped and then brought into Egypt where he 
was sold as @ slave-boy to the Potiphar, the chief of Pharaoh’s guard [Gen. 
xxvii]. In the Potiphar’s house, the child grew up into a remarkably 
peautiful young person, who was unconsciously capable of infatuating 
the heart of his mistress, the Potiphar’s wife, who unsuccessiully tried 
to seduce him, but, due to his fear of God, which is proper for a future 
Prophet, the handsome young man rejected her invitation. In order to 
avenge her wounded pride, the infatuated woman, maddened by her 
frustrated desire, falsely claimed that Joseph had tried to seduce her into 
committing the sinful act, and that, except for her shouts, he would have 
raped her. As we are told in Genesis, the false accusation worked well, 
and Joseph was put in jail [Gen. XXXIX]. Among Joseph's prison-mates, 
there were Pharaoh's butler and baker. Each of both asked the saint-like 
- Joseph to interpret the meaning of a dream they had dreamt. The Di- 
Vinely inspired dream-interpreter, Joseph, told them that, within three 
days, one of them (the baker) would be put to death, while the other (the 


n Pharaoh's sight, be released se 


ourt. ay 
at the royal court : few years tn ang 
i.e. seven fat cows bein S the 


be reinstated i 

king of Egypt dreamt his famous dream 

up by seven lean ones and the seven green ears of corn being devon ts 
s in the land had failed to inter... 

rpret Y 


es). All dream-interpreter 


ream. Thereupon, 
ded him 


the butler remembered his able forme, ,,, the 
to Pharaoh. Joseph explained the sonia 
o face an inevitable seven-year i teat 
would follow 4 seven-year period of plenteousness. The King ap © tha 
Joseph's project, gave him his royal ring and made him rule over ee 
assuming that he was the only one capable of bringing his own Sia 

to 


full success [Gen. XLT}. 


Thus, Joseph's misfor 
accordance with God’s Wi 


dry on 
subtle d 
mate and commen 
and proposed wise measures t 


tunes came at last to a happy end that was ; 
ll. The wretched young boy had been i in 
ed by his own brothers out of jealousy: Asa result, he was left alo bi, 
the fearful darkness of a deep, empty pit from which he was in, in 
and brought to Egypt, where he was sold as a slave to the captai, ies 
Pharaoh’s guard. In the captain's house, Joseph grew up to suffer a2 é 
harassment by his mistress who tried to seduce him and who, unj oe 
and due her failure, sent him to prison for a number of years Ped aie 
chasteness. Yet, Joseph became the High Treasurer of Egypt [Kor — 


(Joseph): 54-55]. He had become very influential at Pharaoh's court 
and oe the royal authority to bring the whole Israelitic family (which 
_ en ground seventy persons) from the land of Canaan, which was 
ori y hit by the far-reaching famine, to Egypt so as to benefit from 
¥ ean annie for several centuries during which the House 
multiplied into a ‘community’ of s 

: everal thousands. In such 

[ . c 
no tea the great Prophet Moses was born and foredoomed to 
ee pp iniies me Pharaoh’s house, with Pharaoh himself as his 

. In fact, the ' i 

i aS e ‘People of Israel’ owe their coming into be- 
Joseph’ 9spitable Key 


5 NOS) 


ificant role in the history of the children 
sted the first Israelites proper in Egypt 


rather of Height), Leader 
ala ( of Mankind mae Saw 


ived fr 

esl explained in the Glorious Koran. om the Hebrew ASF, as 
, the scribe of Genesis, who ig followed 

piblical scholars, sees it otherwise. 


pom se 


el, as we are told, envied her sister and co-spouse 
> 


as usual by all past and 


2 : : Leah, on account 

the jatter’s fertility, while she (i.e, Rachel) remained barren for years. As 
= rule, barrenness makes a woman feel ashamed, especially when 
a 


compared with other impregnable women who are capable of be- 

pregnant; let alone her fertile sister and co-spouse. Leah, Rachel’s 
and cO-Spouse, had already born to their common husband, Jacob, 
aap consecutive sons. Hence, it was quite normal that Rachel, after being 
_jeved of her reproach, had every reason to rejoice in giving birth to her 
first 800, Joseph. 


Accordingly, in the Biblical tradition of such an ornamentally fla- 

youred narrative which solicits or inserts the occasion as a means of 

g the name given to Joseph, we are told that the moment she 

delivered her first son, Rachel said: 'Asaf Elohim et-herpati; watiqra et 
gemo Yoséf'. This literally means: 


E {God hath taken away my reproach; and she took his name (as) 
———-Joseph"} 
= [Gen. XXX: 23, 24] 
j She also added, according to the scribe: 'yoséf Yehwa li bén ahér', which 
{The Lord shall add to me another son} 

Mie sr [Gen. XXX: 24] 
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there remains, however, before us only two possible, equally 
“Pla 


hypotheses: 
1) The Hebrew name 'Yoséf' (Joseph) was built on the first 
Rachel's statement, 'asaf', which is derived from the Hebrey ° in 
meaning ‘hath taken away' according to the English thanstens as 
Genesis. In this case the Hebrew name ‘Yoséf' (Joseph) Hotty of 
‘he who takes away’, (i.e. 'Rachel’s reproach’), referring to 48 


really happened. 
2) The Hebrew name 'Yoséf' (Joseph) is rather built on the Hebrew 
from the Hebrew YSF, which literally means ‘he shall add’, as Hee 
in the English translation of Genesis. In this case, such a nate me 
(Joseph) would mean ‘he who adds’. Osef' 
Now, for the English reader who is not acquainted enough with 
Biblical Hebrew script and grammar, it should be remembered that ee 
person singular present tense of both the Hebrew ASF and YSE, as wel] 
the proper name 'Yoséf' which can be derived from both of them, can " 
2 e 


written and pronounced in the same way. 
Moreover, this English reader should remember that the Hebrew ty. 
literal ASE, from which the Hebrew name 'Yoséf' (Joseph) can be derived 
according to the first hypothesis, does not originally mean ‘to take away’, 
as rendered in the English translation of Genesis. Rather, it means 'to take 
to oneself’, 'to gather’, 'to collect’, 'to assemble’, etc., as in 'Asefa Klalit’, (ie, 
‘General Assembly’) as well as a second meaning; 'to receive as a guest' or to 
‘host’. As for the third meaning, 'to take away’, which is possible for the He- 
brew ASE it is figuratively construed from the fact of ‘taking to oneself’, 


As to the second hypothesis’s, the Hebrew triliteral YSE, which means 
‘to add, ‘increase’ etc., and which is taken by Biblical scholars until today 
to explain the name of Joseph as the ‘one who adds or increases’, it is 
inapplicable to Prophet Joseph, whose tribe (which was named after his 
son Benjamin’) was by no means the most self-multiplying one among 


Can 
t haq 


oe: ae 


ita eke. 
\ 


F ulead (Father of Height), Leader of Mankind 
IV: 
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ve tribes of Israel. This is because, 


according to the same scribe, 
rhe al introduced her statement justifyin 


8 the name of Joseph by the 
iasif’ from the Hebrew ASF and not 


from the Hebrew YSB. 
tn fact Joseph was named in conformi 


' ‘ ty with his central role in the 
of the Israelites: He is the one who took them to himself in Egypt. 
is the 'gatherer’ or the ‘host’, 
He Ss 


according to this latter meaning; ‘the one who takes to himself’, the 
herer’, the ‘host’, etc., the Glorious Koran onomastically explains the 
q eof Joseph’ as follows in these two Koran 
nam 


ic Verses: 
{‘And when they (Joseph's brothers) went in before Yiisof 
(Joseph), he betook his brother (Benjamin) to himself and 
said, ‘Verily! Iam your brother, 


SO grieve not for what they 
used to do’.”} 


[Kor. Yiisof (Joseph): 69] 
{"Then, when they (Joseph's parents and brothers) entered 
unto Yiisof (Joseph), he betook his parents to himself and said, 
Enter Egypt, if God wills, in security,"} 


(Kor. Yiisof (Joseph): 99] 
Here, the Koran onomastic translation concerning the name of Joseph, 


which by far surpasses that of all the Hebrews, is indeed one more instance 
of the Koran Divine Creditability. 


OSCONCONG) 


Chapter V 


Moses and Aaron 


The present chapter concerns with a 


seated in the following order: BFouP of ten proper names to be 
Moses, Aaron, Pharaoh, Haman, Qériin, F = 
wa-Ma’jiij and The Jews. SYPt Sinai, The Torah Ya jiij 


Our reasons for such Sequence of treatm 
of the first five BenESere historically contemporaneous but God’s Allies are 
given priority over His Enemies who are Sequenced in order of im ortance 
(11) Egypt and Sinai are respectively the . 


Scene of events, (IM1) From Sinai 
God called Moses and revealed the Torah; (IV) Mysterious Ya jay een 
Biblical Gog and Magog- are closely connected to a mysterious Koranic 


figure named 'Dul-Qarnayn' (literally 'the two-horned’) who is impossible 

to be situated within any time Sequence but presumed by many exegetes, 

to whom we join ourselves, to be the Same person who, on a didactic 
journey [Kor. Al-Kahf (The Cave): 60-82], taught Moses some lessons on 
Providential Wisdom; and (V) The Jews had to come last in a series because 
such name was given them since or after Moses, and absolutely not before 
him. The Jews had also to lag behind because such name (which will prove 
to mean ‘the repentants’), laudative as it is, does not apply any more to 
those who offended God in Moses’s presence and then repented. However, 
they offended Him again, and still offend, God by refusing the final Divine 
Message (Islam) which has been foretold in the Torah, insistently and 
impenitently’; may God have mercy on them, so they might 'repent' for 
good and become worthy of the name. 


eG 


It is to be noted that one of the ten names cited above, ie. ‘Yajiij wa- 
Majiij’, will prove to be purely Arabic. However, four other names, i.e. 


aye Pi 
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‘Aaron’, ‘Qariin’, "The Torah’ and "The Jews', are obviously q 
remaining five names, i.e. ‘Moses’, ‘Pharaoh’, 'Haman’, Egypt’ _ 


Tew 
, ; j and uh 
will all prove, perhaps to our reader's astonishment, ultimately a ing 
‘Old Egyptian’, such extinct vernacular once spoken in ancient " e Ong : 
Ypt, 


Indeed, self-earned Divine Chastisement that drowneg Phar 
Exodus (Ramses II, as we shall demonstrate later) together With F a of th 
in the deeps of the Gulf: of Suez around the year 1225 B.C., Proved in e 8 any 
of time to bear fatal outcome for the once illustrious great Gal Cou, 
Consequent repeated invasions from all around, from the West a rt 
from the South (Nubians) and from the East (Persians), aati ibyany) 
the Graeco-Roman conquest accomplished in 333 B.C. which Pe in 
reducing the land of the Pharaohs, for the first time in history, into x eae i 
Graeco-Roman colony, brought forth an irremediable damage to se lian 
then uncontaminated common heritage of the ancient Egyptians Hy, 
culture. In short, since Ramses II onwards, Egypt’s civilization, unparal et 
in history inasmuch as it remains forever inimitable, was doome da 7 ed 
Divine Curse to follow an irreversible downturn trend beyond r epait in, ms 
of some intermittent upturn attempts now and then of no avail. The ee 

of the apostate Pharaoh drowned with it any hope of possible recovery for 
future Pharaonic Egypt, as marvellously depicted in the Koran: 


{"How many of gardens and springs do they (the Egyptians) 
left. And green crops (fields etc.) and goodly places. And 
comforts of life wherein they used to take delight! Thus (it was)! 
And We made other people inherit them. So, the heavens and 
the earth wept not for them, nor were they given a respite.”} 
[Kor. Ad-Dokan (The Smoke): 25-29] 


As a rule in linguistic science, the development, decline and death of any 
one language are closely related to corresponding ups and downs within 


the civilization of which the language was born. Old Egyptian, as roughly 
termed in the present work”, was no exception to the rule. Practically 


(1) Highly authoritative Egyptologists in fact distinguish three main stages of classical 


Egyptian: (I) Old Egyptian proper, from 3180 B.C, to 2240 B.C,; (II) Middle see 
about 2240-1990 B.C,; and (Ill) Late Egyptian, used about 1573-715 B.C. (with which 


a 


ses and Aaron ' 
der the Ptolemies of the 3x century 
it in str .C., except for limited 
esti circles using ictly religious Buiepopeecinseteal 
st fell into oblivion as a spoken » Classical Egyptian 


vernacular, and finally died 

pirth to the last of its phases, i.e, the Coptic, a me so pare 
that the Copts forgot all about 
é : s Which became 'G otu', after 
Greek name ‘Aigyptos’, totally foreign to any prberei. say, 
of “a The Coptic could hardly survive th 


sat practically became thenceforth wholly Arabic, 
OHH 


guch rapid and irreversible Arabicization was not due simply to the 
fact that the Egyptians rapidly became Muslims, eager to learn the Muslim 


Holy pook in its original Arabic text; for, such was precisely not the case 


with, €-8- the Persians, who rapidly became Muslims without losing their 

riginal Indo-European vernacular. But, Egypt's irreversible Arabicization 
was principally due to the fact that, unlike Persians, the Egyptians used a 
yernaculat most akin in its origins to the mother- 
old Egyptian is originally Semitic all right. 
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tongue of their conquerors. 


Except for the Coptic period where the declining Egyptian language 
was written in a slightly modified Greek alphabet, Old Egyptian, all 
along its Hieroglyphic, hieratic and demotic phases, was written in a 
nonvocal, thoroughly consonantal script, in like manner as other Semitic 
languages, such as, e.g., the Arabic and the Hebrew. Users of such a wholly 
consonantal script naturally read each word somehow vocalized, i.e. with 
thehelp of implied or understood vowel signs, since any sequence of purely 
consonantal sounds is humanly impossible to utter in any human language; 
and so inevitably did the Old Egyptians. But how precisely could they do 
that is impossible for us to reconstitute in respect of such extinct language. 
It is true that the Arabic and the Hebrew, each for its own sake, later 
developed a self-suited method of dotting consonants with diacritical vowel 


_ = We are only concerned since it includes Ramses II period). See, Alan GARDINER, 
_ EGYPTIAN GRAMMAR, Third Edition, Revised, 1966, Oxford University Press, 
London, p.5. 
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Frangois Champ° * Egyptian thoroughly consonantal script, al] R Y the 
whole system vies conjecturally transcribable in Latin character, ®YPtiay 
words remain 0 


‘ ir Alan Gardiner in his  “Aghh 
authoritative payptlogs 9 a finally contented chat x 
work, ‘Egyptian cet Bhd 'e' inserted between two bie i 
suggesting @ hypothetical be 'to ease’ the utterance, with the acti 
sail sce — in cases where two or more words quite dine 
inqiating pers represented in Old Egyptian actipt by one and the 7 
seri consonantal sounds, such as me aaah rm’, Meaning oe 
(I) a name; and (I) a young of cattle me ante pees oy vous Are both 
indifferently transcribed ‘ren’. It goes without saying that Egyptians of 7 
times uttered the first ‘rn differently from the second, by means of some, a! 
implied or understood different vowel gounds aad so could phon tical 
distinguish between the two different meanings identically written, But 
unfortunately, owing to our ignorance of such implied vocalization system 
used by such extinct Egyptians, we now cannot. All we can rely upon in 
such cases is to consult the context in which the ‘double-meaning’ word 
occurs. For example, in a genitival construction such as the Egyptian 'tn nsw’ 
(pronounce: ‘ren nesv’), where Egyptian ‘nsw’ means ‘king’, the only correct 
translation is obviously ‘the king’s name' or 'a royal name’, not otherwise. 


Tent 


The chiefconcern of such great Egyptologists, however, was not obviously 
the luxury of being able to pronounce Old Egyptian all over its extinct 
phases in the same manner as Egyptians of each extinct period precisely 
did. Such luxury, in respect of any extinct vernacular, is admittedly beyond 
the reach of any self-respecting scholar. Their chief concern was rather to 
‘understand’ such enigmatic symbols or ideograms on temples, obelisks 
et ny itute’ the language vocabulary and 
vee yy, they did this both 

ded to their giganto 


ie: +» 1N SHO 6 
hee: stn BD na 5 pate, Yl 


and Aaron i 
or Jlective work, motivated me 
, collec , vate by world-wi 
yo culture, several factors contribute “104 de great interest in ancient 
igi?” , the greatest in the hist 
arent Ory of extinct | 
nei a t of those factors are: (1) the unequalled St The most 
OB SOE NALLY VOY sepdct of life, (tp the essentially 


ript, (II 
jgeo8tP t of, chance enabling by here 6 pt, (III) the amazing, almost 


wo ally partially preserved, to decipher 
antically and phonetically, and 

bo ae cendant of Old Egyptian, whose reli 
dy deciphered Old Egyptian vocabulary, 


} were of much help to the final 
stitution of extinct Egyptian vernacul, Rent 


ar to some degree of certainty. 

ail being considered, however, Old Egyptian, dead for more than two 
vile ums, is at last intelligibly readable by any earnest scholar who so 
desites: 

This is to demonstrate that the miraculous Koran, revealed in the 
arly 7> century A.D. Ghald not have so magnificently explained such 
old Egyptian names as ‘Moses’, 'Pharaoh’, ‘Egypt’, etc., against all Biblical 
scholars, unless it was revealed by the Omnificent, the Omnipotent, and 
the All-Knowing. 

HGH 


As to the Biblical name "Jochebed', appellative of Moses’s mother who 
is namelessly referred to in the Koran, which, as already mentioned in 
Chapter I of this book, ought to be treated within the present chapter in 

connection with the name ‘Moses’, such name ‘Jochebed' unspelt in the 
Koran had already been treated in full at the end of Chapter I (p.125 et seq.) 
be asan example of the Koranic figures namelessly referred to but miraculously 
explained therein (q.v.). so, to avoid redundant unnecessary repetition, we 
shall pass over retreating it once again in the present chapter. 
a é But, to confute for good two seemingly sound allegations advanced by 
_ some maliciously arrogant, though definitively unlearned, Orientalists, 
hitherto poorly retorted by all the J 


The Onomastic Miracle in the Koran 
in the desert of Sinai, and the other tel 
atin 


maker of the ‘golden calf" 
in the Koran as an epithet of Mary, mother to 
these two Koranic descriptions, 'As-Same 7 Jess 
tic note on ‘Aaron’, ad de 


within our onomas 
the impossible brother of Mary, moth cal 


we shall, however, treat 
‘Sister of Aaron’, in full, 


maker of the golden calf and 
Jesus. 
AYOQHOMS 


XXX. Moses 
(Kor. ‘Miisa’) 


( 


DAZ 


to scribal tradition already exhibited in the ‘Genesis, the scribe 
ee of the ‘Exodus’ profits by the occasion of Moses’s delivery from 
ofthe x by Pharaoh's folk in explaining the name ‘Moses, Biblical ‘Moéé, in 
ewe the Hebrew triliteral MSA, which means to draw out or to deliver 
a the water), built on the participial agentive form ‘poél, meaning 
48 who draws out’ or ‘he who delivers, but to be understood, against the 
a grammar, in the passive sense: ‘the one drawn out or ‘the one deliv- 
aed’ (form the water). To support his unsound analysis, resulting no doubt 
fom total ignorance of Old Egyptian, the language of Moses’s adoptive fam- 
iy, in terms of which the name ‘Moses’ should strictly be explained, the 
ynlearned scribe purposely puts the following Hebrew words in the mouth 
ofPharaob’s daughter, the person to whom he attributes Moses’s delivery: 
‘wa-tigera Semo moéé wa-témer ki min-hammaym mesitihu. This means: 


{‘And she called his name Moses; and she said, Because I drew 
him out of the water.”} [Ex. II: 10] 


Oddly enough as it may appear from the foregoing scribal account, the 
name ‘Moses’ (Biblical ‘Moéé’), i.e. ‘the deliverer, would have more fitted 
Pharaoh’s daughter, the one who ‘delivered; not ‘Moses, the babe she ‘drew’ 

out of the water, 
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that Moses’s adoptive royal family could ave 
language other than their own, absolute) Amey 
Hebrew, which was unbelievably spoken inside Pharaoh's Sian" in 
notwithstanding the fact that the name ‘Moses’ has now been dg e, 
identified with reconstituted Old Egyptian ‘Mése’ (child), 
Christian Old Testament scholars, firm in their scientifically anfuae™ 
thoroughgoing belief, to the letter, in scribal Pentateuch, which the a 
unimpeachable as Divine, still maintain that such name (Biblical Mie ‘old 
directly derived from the Hebrew triliteral MSA, which means to Pit is 
to deliver, and which is modelled on the Hebrew agentive ‘po‘é?, liters 
meaning ‘deliverer: To ‘apologize’ for the scribe’s apparent graeme! 
error of mistaking the ‘deliverer’ (Hebrew ‘Moésé’), for ‘the delivereg Pi: 
‘Maisiiy’), they even take the defence of the unholy ate 


water] (Hebrew 
in two, unfortunately both erroneous, directions: 


1) ‘the deliverer’ (Biblical ‘Mosé’) in the active sense is more befittip 
Moses, the hero of the Exodus, who ‘delivered’ his people fron 
Pharaohs Egypt. Such argument is evidently self-defeating, because. 
(1) the children of Israel under Moses crossed the sea into the deel 
of Sinai and spent their forty years until Moses’s death at the age of 
120 years [cf. Deut. XXIX: 5 and Deut. XXXIV: 7], which means that 
the infant Moses was so called eighty years before the Exodus, when 
such notion as ‘the deliverer of the children of Israel’ could possibly 
not occur to Pharaoh's daughter, which was agreeably not endowed 
with any Prophetic powers enough to predict such event which was 
then so remote in the future; and (II) the unfortunate argument falls 
in flagrant contradiction with the scribal text explaining the name: 


Against all logic, 
their founding in no 


finitely 


{“And she called his name Moses; and she said, Because I drew 


him out of the water.”} (Ex. II: 10] 

2) it is not really offending Hebrew grammar to understand the agen- 
__ tivally built ‘Mose’ i sive sense), ite. ‘the delivered’ (Hebrew 
lly interchangeable; for such to be the 


equally usable in the pas- 


de Lexicon, op. cit. 


Moses y WI 
sense, Which is neither the case 


an 
an asily” (delivered) lacking from Steen sn ~ ner = participle 
erba ions. 


ar i 

at ‘Masiiy’ . mary ed), inbothering dues Weniverar ones 

pronounced wih deliverer), not ‘Masity’ (the delivered). Such 
an cifel Onomastics ‘a ently would have not taken place in a ‘holy’ book, 
a it been compiled y Moses himself or his immediate successors, who 
then still familiar with the language of the Pharaohs. Other stenthay 
ance of Old Egyptian, such as 
‘the great house, but scribally 
its appropriate place. 


Eo 


As against such unlearned, conjectural Onomastics by Biblical scribes, 
ihe erudite Koran explains the name of ‘Moses (Old Egyptian ‘Mése’ and 
Koranic ‘Miisa’) by Synonymy, as meaning ‘child’ (Arabic ‘Walad’ or Walid’), 
in the following two Koranic Verses formerly referred to in C 


hapter I , p. 
33, of the present work: 


1) Addressing her husband’s folk, Pharaoh's wife (Pharaoh's daughter in 
the Torah), said: 


{“.. Be he [Miisé (Moses)] a comfort of the eye for me and for 
you. Kill him not, perhaps he may be of benefit to us, or we 
may adopt him as a child.”} — __ [Kor. Al-Qasas (The Narrative): 9] 
| 2) Ironically address himself : 
a Messenger of 


Ss 
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we not 4 [Miisé (Moses )] up among 

jl many years of your life seine oy 

Ig Us,”} 


ng 
child? And you did dwe 
[Kor. As-So'ar® (The 
Poets) 1 
. 8} 


be the Speaker in the Koran, the Almi 
' ighty an 
d the 
Al. 


Blessed, indeed, 
Knowing! 
OHO? 


I 


XXXT. Aaron 


(Kor. ‘Hariin’) 
SS 
Aaron (Koranic ‘Hariin’ and Hebrew ‘Ahar 


: On’) is Moses’s three- 
alder brother and associate Prophet who died ie 


er at the age of 123 years in the 
esert of Sinai a few months before Moses’s death at the age of 120 years, 


in the same fortieth year of the Exodus [cf. Num. XXXII: 38-39 and Deut. 
XXXIV: 7). 


Asa confirmer and a custodian of what remains valid in the Holy Bible, 
the Glorious Koran confirms the Torah in the fact that the reason for Moses 
to seek Aaron’s support in the face of the Egyptian despot was Aaron's 
superiority in the art of speech which was indispensable to successfully 


retorting Pharaoh's counterarguments [cf. Kor. Al-Qasas (The Narrative): 34 
and Ex. IV: 10-15]. 


Considering the fact that such Pharaoh-Moses dialogues were inevitably 
entertained in Pharaoh's own vernacular, i.e. in the Old Egyptian language, it 
becomes an additional proof that, independently of Moses’s unique chance 


_ of being undreamtly reared by Pharaoh himself as adoptive father inside 


the royal palace, the Egyptian vernacular of the time became so common 


_ to the children of Israel, after four centuries of continued stay in Egypt, 


_ such as enough for an Israelite like Aaron to be so fluently versed in the 
- Old Egyptian language which Pentateuchal scribes had inevitably lost in 
the course of an almost equal period of time following the Exodus. 


| 
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This is by no means to say, as boldfacedly alleged 1, 
opponents of the Koran, that the Koran is a cloge foti. Be ty 
Pentateuch, In fact, the thoroughly truth-telling Boo, oat" ¥ vol 
seribal untruths or impertinencies especially when offs gr Cri 
discrediting His Prophets. Among these impertinencie, ndi 
Aaron, are the following: > in 
1) Aaron, the nimble-one. of 


2) Aaron, the pagan Prophet. 
3) Aaron, the performer of Moses’s miracles. 


4) Aaron, chief-priest of Moses. 
Such impertinencies will be discussed later in this chapter 
$0 18h 


One peculiarity about the Hebrew ‘Aharon’ is that Biblical] 
against their own tradition, did not bother to explain such 4 Scribes 
within the context of their narratives relating to Moses anq one 
logical result of such omission, Hebrew scholars, and also Hebrew Asa 
scholars, attempted each for one’s own to tackle such explanation ee 
by scribal Onomastics, which was often conjectural. Before embarkin, x 
our own research for the correct etymology, we should carefully aa 
the following linguistic facts in respect of the Hebrew as belonging re on 


Semitic subfamily of languages: 


1) Hebrew is a triliteralistic language, i.e. every Hebrew word, under 
whatever form or declension, is ultimately reducible to three 


consecutive consonants, such as Hebrew KFR, meaning to atone 

(for). The semi-consonants W and Y may occur initial, middle or 

final, such as WZR, meaning to be laden with guilt, BWS, meaning to 

be ashamed, YLD, which means to give birth (to), GYL, which means 

to move in a circle. When occuring final, the vowel A is replaced in 
the root, such as HRA, i.e. to conceive, either physically or mentally. 
In this connection, the guttural stop which is transcribed as (’), 8 
full consonant, such as in ’RN, i.e, to be nimble (pronounce ‘aran); 


and B’S, ie. to stink (pronounce ‘ba’as’), etc. 


eg 


3 


eS 


9 
: 
ay 
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rm, triliterals are identical 


Person masculine singular 
past tense 
of the ground verbal form, with adding a vocalic sound to ease the 


utterance. For example, ‘asaf? meaning he assembled or collected, is 


identical in consonantal form to its triliteral ASF which means to 
assemble or collect and transcribed as SE 


in conso: 


Any Hebrew word, under whatever form, strictly derives its basic 
meaning from its own particular triliteral. That is why main entries 
in Hebrew dictionaries are given in triliterals. Accordingly, to 
semantically analyze any given Hebrew word, under whatever form, 
the first and most important step is to identify its own triliteral. 
The remaining letters there above are prefixal, suffixal or even 
infixal formatives. Dropping the formatives in order to identify the 
triliteral is not haphazard; rather, it strictly follows certain rules, the 
most important of which are the Hebrew word-models, the Hebrew 


paradigms, etc.. In respect of the Hebrew name ‘Ahar6n; the following 
three hints are to be carefully retained. 


Vowel sounds proper are to be automatically dropped except when 
occurring initial. 


Initial “Y, as in YSR which means to be straight, is dropped in the 


_ substantival ‘Sarén; the straightforward, originally ‘Yasarén. 
6) Unless being radical, initial guttural ‘“& sound beginning a noun or 


adjective, is not formative; rather, it is a ‘prosthetic aleph, i.e. a mere 


In light of the abo 
now proceed to the corr 
following solid concl 

1) Owing to total 


2) 


Miracle 
ws ! he Ono ngless red 


indant augmentative, . 
» Ste 


which is derived fror, th a i, | 
© Hy She 


phonetica! . originally ‘dén, 
‘adn, means to master, rule over, ete ley 
‘ Heng," 


he Hebrew ‘Aharéry 
ex. 


Hebrew ado ™ 
al reference a 
“6n, when being 


Ng 
man, from ‘i, meaning * - it 
among all linguists, dimin Brey 
English all island), or 18 2D expression of endearme inthe 
as in the English ‘sonny’ meaning dear son!’ etc. Nt, Such 
HGH 

even points on the Hebrew grammar 
> We mh 

a 


ve S 
n of the name ‘Aharén’ based ,, .) 
ON the 


ect explanatio 
usions: 
absence of triliteral AHR in Biblical Hebre 
to consider the initial ‘A’ in ‘Aharér’ as He there 
ral root from which such appellative and 
correctly derived. Being non-radical, initial ‘A in Aharon’ eat be 
be, according to point ‘6’ mentioned above, a ‘prosthetic aleply only 
is uncounting in any semantic analysis of such name bein Which 
reduced to ‘Harén, whichis the nearest to its form in Koranic Ri 
eruditely Arabicized by the Magnificent Koran. semantically r _ i 
Aharon’ to ‘Haron’ by itself precludes any attempt to un Fs Mclng 
name in terms of the Hebrew triliteral ARN, which means ‘the na tn 
ae htt ita by some pseudo-scholars who were BE Fe 
le-like picture given to Biblical ‘Aharén’ by Pentateuchal 


scribes. 


To analyze the remaining ‘Harén, 
' Sapna Haron, gneimay be tempted to understand it 
terms rew definite article) +’rén’ the infinitive from 


is absolutely no way 
any part in the trilite 


ad 


a 


and Aaron 


Aaron i 907 
ething like ‘the rejoicing-one. oF tthe —e mean 
sis, such hypothesis is categorj Bing-one, but, fanciful as 


— 


3 


4) 


5) 


4 


cally excluq 
prosthetic aleph in the Hebrew a any! pile ‘ph 
: impossible in nouns constructed with the definite Pi iene 
aD the fact that there is no such , 


is impossible for the terminal ‘ 
F ediate result, the Hebrew ‘ 


Hebrew scholars retain only HRA and YHR. 


speaking of male agents, the Biblical Hebrew HRA means to harbour 
malice or scheme against, which is evidentl 


Y pejorative enough for 
prophet Aaron to be named thereafter. It is impossible as a birthname 
given by Amram to his eldest s 


on. Itis equally impossible as a surname 
given by the Israelites to their most cherished Aaron. Moreover, the 
yerbal noun from HRA which is built with terminal ‘én; is ‘herayén’ 
or ‘her6n, but never ‘harén. 


Although the Triliteral YHR is inexistent in Biblical Hebrew, it is 
supposed by the Hebrew scholars to mean ‘to be high, so as to 
explain the nonderivative ‘yahir; meaning in both Biblical and Modern 
Hebrew ‘haughty, ‘arrogant, ‘vain. Hence, the Modern Hebrew ‘hi 
tyehher’ means to be arrogant, show oneself arrogant, etc. Indeed, 
building ‘Aharén’ from YHR is consistent with Hebrew grammar: 
‘Harén’ is possible from YHR as ‘Sarén’ from YSR, with initial ‘Y’ 


__ dropped in both according to point ‘5’ mentioned above, only that 
_ ‘Haror’ has the prosthetic aleph affixed, ‘A-harér. According to such 


proposal, the name ‘Aharén’ would mean ‘lated’ or ‘exulted, which 


____ is in fact the almost standard explanation given by most Hebrew 


4 ) See, Hammellén Hehadaé Latanak, op. cit., p.124, under the triliteral HRA. The basic 
_ idea in such triliteral is ‘swelling’, whence, with female subject, to be pregnant. 
___ \2)See, The Analytical Hebrew & Chaldee Lexicon, op. cit., p.301, under triliteral YHR. 
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scholars. Nothing stands against such explanatioy 
triliteral YHR is hypothetical. ®Xcep, th 
im 
« 


But the magnificent Koran, the most erudite, SWee 
‘scholarly’ attempts, giving the most insightful explanat; 
name ‘Aharén’: He is neither ‘the nimble-one’ nor ‘the , 
not even ‘the exulted or elated, but Aharén’ is ‘the moun 


HG 


As demonstrated earlier, initial ‘A’ in the name ‘A-haréyy 
a ‘prosthetic aleph’ which is not counting in any semantic ni “tity 
analysis of this Hebrew appellative, the original Structure of whi ogi, 
4 it 


‘Harén; nearest to Koranic ‘Hariin’ as magnificently Arabicines . “tg 
/ eae 
Miraculous Koran. d in the 


In like manner, we have demonstrated that the last syllable in « 
i.e. ‘-6n, could not be a radical part of the name, but it was added the a, 
order to denote either agency, likeness or diminutiveness. If, for the in 
analysis, such suffixal augmentative ‘-6n’ is dropped from abridged 4 as 
there remains the only possible radical with which ‘Haron’ is constracag 


namely, the radical ‘Har-’ 

Taken substantivally, such Hebrew ‘Har’ means simply a ‘mountain ft 
inevitably derived from the obsolete triliteral HRR, which is now Testricted 
to substantival usage. Hence, the Hebrew poetic ‘Herer’ or ‘Hari’ denotes 
a ‘mountain. 


{ Way 
Vv a 

i of the He 
weTing ge" 
tain-like Visep 


Being constructed with a substantive, the Hebrew ‘Har (English 
‘mountain’) and the suffixal ‘-6n’ could not, of course, convey the idea of 
‘agency, but only of either ‘likeness’ or ‘diminutiveness. Thus, the Hebrew 
‘Haron’ can only mean either ‘the mountain-like’ or ‘the little mountain, 
or even, taking diminutiveness as an expression of endearment, ie. ‘dear 
mountain, which is extremely disputable unless we are well informed of the 
circumstances in which Amram, Aaron’s father, coined such birthname for 

ircumstances is untold by the scribe of the Exodus At 
ain’ and ‘dear mountain are inappropriate, sinc? 
ch as mountains is too disparaging © 


mM. -. 2 


| 
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' the naming father. It is 
yo , (mountain) never occurred ag q Perso 5" mpi i 


8 use in the diminutive, in 
with such personal proper 

§ ean « ’ 
rout ain’ and ‘the mountain proper’ respectively ‘mountain, 


j ; such qualities or figurative 
08 stations 8 possibly attached in the particular language, renee 
papepen none 


fact,as contrasted with the English figurative use ofthe word ‘mountain, 

js almost restricted to the notion ‘hugeness, the Hebrew equivalent 
ar, as is Arabic equivalent Jabal, rather connotes the figurative senses 
_ ied in English ee the yore rock, ‘pillar; etc., that is, the notion ‘strength, 
cability> fHTMINESS, BaEpOr. etc.. Thus, the Biblical Hebrew ‘harim ha-‘“am. 
ok ch literally means mountains of the people, is a metaphor often used 
the Israelites in reference to their ‘elders’ or ‘chiefs. These meanings of 
grength and support in the Hebrew ‘Aharon’, meaning the mountain-like, 


- magnificently spelt out in the Koran erudite Onomastics in respect of 
shename ‘Aaron, as we soon shall see. 


GE 


‘Aharon, the mountain-like, is eruditely explained in the following 
Koranic Verses in which Moses, having received the Divine Command of 
his Messengership to the Egyptian tyrant, implores the Almighty saying: 
_ {“[Miisé (Moses)] said: ‘O my Lord! Open for me my chest 
(grant me self-confidence, contentment, and boldness), And 
ease my task for me, and make loose the knot (the defect) from 
my tongue, (i.e. remove theincorrectness from my speech) [That 
occurred as a result of a brand of fire which Miisd (Moses) put 

_ in his mouth when he was an infant]. That they understand 


my speech, and appoint for me a henchman from my family; 
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Hiiriin (Aaron), my brother. Increase my streneiy 
and let him share my task (of conveying Go d’s met hin 


Prophethood). That we may glorify You much, rings nage ang 

You much. Verily! You are of us Ever a Well-Seo,» “mente, 

[Kor, ‘py. Hi. 

In the original Koranic Verses translated above, the Engl 
(trusted helper) is more or less close to, but surely not the bat ‘hen chy 

the original Arabic ‘wazir’ i. ‘load-bearer; which is deriyeg " “Wien ay 

triliteral WZR, meaning to beara (heavy) load, already met with es " Kes 

treated in our onomastic note on Abraham's father, Thara, Biblical oy fy 

Arabic ‘wazir’ occurred in the whole Koran only twice, bot 

explain the Hebrew name ‘Aharén; the mountain-like, once in Oy 


25.35 


{“And indeed We gave Miisd (Moses) the Scripture [the Taura 
(Torah)}, and placed his brother Hariin (Aaron) with hile 
a henchman.”} [Kor. Al-Forqin (The Criterion); i) 


Such choice, among all other possible Arabic equivalents of the Arsh: 
‘wazir’ which synonymously explain the Hebrew ‘Aharin’ i.e the monte 
like, is by no means fortuitous. Undoubtedly, it testifies to the unparale 
Hebrew-Arabic bilingual erudition of the Koran, since the Arabic Ray, 
which is derived from same Arabic triliteral WZR, meaning ‘shelter’ Tefage 
etc., denotes specifically a ‘mountain, by which to seek support in difficul 
situations. 

As to the ‘Knot’ which Moses asked the Lord to loose from his tongue, 
Moses feared that, being of easily irritable character, he would be ill at ease 
and blocked in presence of Pharaoh if the tyrant deridingly retorted his 
plain arguments in God's Behalf, so he said addressing the Lord: 


{“And my breast straitens, and my tongue expresses not well. 
So send for Hariin (Aaron) (to come along with me). “} 
[Kor. A-So'ara (The Poets): 13] 


Aaron is also explained straightly by ‘support, ‘strength; in the following 


Ce ti 


ams PMR 2 


ron 


Moses and Ae Aaron 4 311 
on Vv: and my brother Hdriin (Aaron) is more e 
meso send him with meas asupportto 

, that they will belie me. God said: 
wrarm through your brother, 
‘hey shall not be able to harm 


dences, Verses, lessons, signs, 


loquent in speech 
confirm me. Verily! 
“We will strengthen 
and give you both power, so 
you, with Our Ayiit (proofs, 


revelations, etc.), you two as 
as those who follow you will be the victors.”} 


I 


well 
[Kor. Al-Qasas (The Narrative): 34-35] 

inally, Aaron is also =e by ironic Antonymy, in the Koranic 

tive quoting Aaron apologizing to Moses that he could do nothing to 


ent those among his people who committed the horrible sin of paying 
il worship to the ‘golden calf”: 
8 


fal des 
f“,.And he [Miisd (Moses)] threw down the Tablets and seized 


pis brother by (the hair of) his head and dragged him towards 
him. Hariin (Aaron) said: ‘O son of my mother! Indeed the 
people judged me weak and were about to kill me, so make not 
the enemies rejoice over me, nor put me amongst the people who 
are Ziilimiin (wrong-doers)!”} [Kor. Al-Araf (The Battlements): 150] 


4G 


According to the horrible calumny recorded in scribal Pentateuch [Ex. 
XXXII: 21-24], Prophet Aaron himself was the maker of the golden calf to 
gratify the Israelites’ idolatrous lust (no doubt inherited from the Egyptians) 
to pay false worship to man-made gods during Moses’s lengthened absence 
on the Mount to receive the Divine Tablets. 


Against such blasphemy on the part of the uninformed scribe, dishon- 
ouring one of the major Prophets of the Torah, the magnificent Koran pre- 
cises in fact that it was not Aaron who made the golden calf but rather a 
man whom the Koran names ‘As-Sameriyy, an epithet wrongly understood 
by Koran exegetes to mean ‘the Samaritan; i.e. a man from Samaria, who 
happened to be among the Israelites in the desert. 


_ Instead of being grateful to the Koran for having rectified a gross 
; ‘blasphemous error in the scribal account, enough by itself to discredit 
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Pentateuchal authenticity and to deprive the so-called Mosey 

any legitimate claim to Divine Credibility, Koran OPPonents, a Ok, 
malice or because of mere unscholarship, rejoiced insteaq than, er Out, 
at least for once, was at last ‘caught in the act’ of telling a igre wy 
could any ‘Samaritan’ be found among the Israelites in Sinai a lie’. lo, 
Samaria, his home, was far away in Palestine, which was yet Sert, wh 


: Not ens. 
Moses'’s folk? There 


A strong counterargument, indeed, which Koran scholars 
publication of the present work, could not retort. > Unti] the 


The problem with the Koran scholars in respect of ‘As-Sime ti 
as in respect of the Koranic ‘sister of Aaron’ as we shall see, wa 
were, all without exception, ill-informed about the Biblical ch 
Hebrew authentic sources, so they could not derive any me 
than the ‘Samaritan, from the Koranic ‘As-Sameriyy. 


s that the 
aracters in 


aning Other 


Except for malice or unscholarship, Judeo-Christian Koran opponent 
however, would have known the true meaning better. Instead, they a 
even so far as to deride the Koranic marvellous phrase ‘la mesjsgar ( 
off!), by which the miraculously erudite Koran intends to onomast 
explain such epithet ‘As-Sameriyy. 


Keep 
ically 


In fact, both the Hebrew ‘Somrén; the place-name, i.e. Samaria (Arabic 
‘As-Samera ), and the Hebrew personal name ‘Semron; i.e. Shemron (Arabic 
‘Samer’), and in like manner, both the Hebrew gentile ‘Somréni’ ice, the 
Samaritan (Arabic ‘As-Sameriyy’), and Hebrew patronymic ‘Semréni, 
i.e. Shemronite, belonging to Shemron’s clan, which is also rendered by 
same Arabic ‘As-Sameriyy, are all from the Hebrew triliteral SMR, which 
cognates the Arabic SMR, where the Hebrew SMR means to keep, keep off, 
while the Arabic SMR means to keep company, entertain, but also, in the 
_ doubled intensive, it means to nail, fasten tightly with a nail, same notion of 

abic ‘mismar, i.e. a nail, is identical to the Hebrew 


anal 


a which both the Hebrew 
rsonal name ‘Semrén, 
: ‘Samer, was indeed 


sly, the Shemronites, 


id Aaron 
y Moses a” Aaron 1 313 


bic gameriyyiin, are indeed Shemron’s clan, a subdivision of Issachar’s 
are one of the twelve tribes of Israe! forming Moses'’s folk in the desert of 


‘Samaritans’ coming far 
, not pe B lar away from Samaria in Palestine, 


w, Koran opponent's counterargument is reduced to ‘zero’: The man 
made the golden calf, Koranic ‘As-Sameriyy, was not a Seuneciian 
aria, but simply a ‘Shemronite, from among the Israelites 
fro™ selves; related to Jacob (Israel) through Jacob's immediate grandson 
shemron! 
» remove any doubt concerning Koran direct intent to name a 
ronite’ not a ‘Samaritan, the miraculous Koran goes even so far as 
omastically explain Koranic ‘As-Sameriyy’ by the marvellous phrase 
ne esisa!, i.e. sii sig which is identical to the Hebrew ‘éemréni!’, 
ie. Keep off (me), aes pind plural from the Hebrew SMR with Hebrew 
P oni; ie. si which, in turn, is identical in sound and script to the 
ebrew ‘Semroni, the Shemronite! The Koranic Verses runs as follows: 
{“[Miisd (Moses)] said, ‘And what is the matter with you. O 
Simeriyy? (i.e. why did you do so?)’, (As-Sameriyy) said, T 
saw what they saw not, so I took a handful (of dust) from the 
hoof print of the Messenger [Jibrael’s (Gabriel) horse] and 
threw it [in the mold], i.e. into the fire in which were put the 
ornaments of the Firaun’s (Pharaoh) people, or into the calf]. 
Thus my inner-self suggested to me? Miisd (Moses) said, ‘Then 
go away! And verily, your (punishment) in this life will be that 
you will say, ‘Touch me not’ and verily (for a future torment), 
you have a promise that will not fail, and look at your ilah 
(god), to which you have been devoted. We will certainly burn 
it, and scatter its particles in the sea.”} [Kor. Ta-Ha : 95-97] 


_ Such “Touch me not’ or ‘Keep off me’ (Koranic ‘la mesisa’ and Hebrew 
‘emr6-ni’) is Koran marvellous explanation of the Hebrew ‘Semréni. the 


—- 


() Le, the mold in which the golden calf was made. According to the Koran [Kor. Ta-Ha: 
ans 


88), the calf made of golden objects stealthily borrowed from the Egypti 
the night of the Ry ‘ . iors? wp ee nye 


a 


id to 


women at 


. 
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Shemronites, as if to say in Hebrew: “Semré-ni, kj Sen 
off me, because I am the Shemronite (‘As-Siimeriyy), 


Praised be He the Speaker in the Koran, Who taught b 
man what man knew not! 


Wonj ani 
, €, 4 


‘the Pen, ta 
“eh 
t 


HGH 


As if to avenge Aaron’s smaller part in Moses’s Message 
Moses himself, who is the central character in the Totahe Compares 
scribes had to invent a parallel role for Aaron. PeMtateyg® 
al 


In assisting Moses with Aaron, we are told that God gaj dtom 
0 


{*See, Ihave made thee a god to Pharaoh; and Aaron dy Seg, 


shall be thy Prophet.”} 
He also said: 


“When Pharaoh shall speak unto you, saying, show q mir 
for you, then thou shalt say unto Aaron, take thy rod, ang i 
before Pharaoh, and it shall become a serpent.”} 


brothe, 
[Ex, Vit: 1] 


Cast jt 
[Ex. Vij; 9] 


This is to insinuate that Aaron was the performer of Moses’s ried 
ACles! 
Another scribal vagary concerning Aaron consists in designatin 


the chief-priest of Moses [cf. Ex. XXVIII]: No priesthood shall be 
except by Aaron and Aaronites. 


Shim ag 
in Israel 


It should be stated first that priesthood of any kind, by anyone of 
under any form, is flagrantly incompatible with the truly monotheistic 
faith. The very ‘Oneness’ of God precludes imaging any mediacy between 
the Almighty and His creatures, fidels and infidels alike, each and all ae 
in equal bondage before the Lord Creator. No sacral garment or sacral 
office is permitted in true monotheism to advantage anyone or any caste 
over another in the sight of the Only One God. Such is the case in Islam, 
monotheism proper, the only existing clergy-less religion. The Prophet 
(PBUH) himself was not 2 liator’ but properly a ‘Messenger’ Since 
ards under different caliphates up 
918, ‘ulemas’ or scholars had no 
request unbounding counsel 


ot 


—— 


Moses and Aaron 
ay 


Or exegesis (‘madaheb’), such as 
the reason why the Arabic word 
understand clearly, had come to 
of course, is by no means heritable, 
Nconditionally accessible to anyone 
°F social class. The natural result for 
be wholly composed of laymen and 


8 lay government in the proper sense. 
The fact that a legitimate Muslim government should legislate in close 


compliance with the Divine Commandments contained in the Koran and 
Hadith does not imply any ‘clerical’ interference in State affairs, 
what has ever been alleged by Western authors envious of the o 
clergy-less religion, as compared to papal Western Europe. 


afism, Shafeism, Hanbalism, etc,, and 
gaqih from the triliteral FQH, Meaning to 
meana urisprudent. Such scholarship, 
putonly acquired by learning, which is u 
go desiring, regardless of birth, wealth 
such priestless Muslim society is to 
to be ruled all along its history by a 


contrary to 
nly existing 


In fact, we personally have no doubt that such Aaronic priesthood was to- 
tally extraneous to Judaism as revealed to Moses, but later introduced in remi- 
niscing imitation of another pagan priesthood whose overwhelming author- 
ity used to enchant the Hebrews during their enforced stay in Egypt, namely, 
Amon’ priests, protectors of the Faith and guards of the Temple. No authentic 
faith, however, could deteriorate as readily as by the presence, and work, of 
such intermediaries; and such was indeed the regrettable outcome of post-Mo- 
ses Judaism all along its minor Prophets culminating in Jesus. The Messiah, it 
istrue, had already attacked and scandalized Jewish clergy, but Christianity in 
Europe soon managed to endow itself with even a stronger, more Amon-like, 
Priesthood. When the winds of reform blew at last in Western Europe with the — 
avowed objective to uproot such clergy, they regrettably did not di 
between priesthood and true faith, with the lamentable o1 
for the Place of true religion in Western civilization, 


Such in scribal judgment was the basic rev ge 
in Moses's Message: to acquire after Moses the exch 
'9 Aaron's dynasty, to interpret, and execute, the D 
. $ own dynasty passed unnoticed in the 
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In this respect the term ‘levite, ie. member or descendant de 
Aaron’ own common tribe, which became to mean a ‘priest’, jg be Ose, 
misleading to the non-informed student of Judaism: only ‘Aaron; “What 
entitled to such honour, unshared by any descendant of Moses. By ea are 
meant in reality the ‘Aaronite’ Vite i, 
In due course, the term ‘levite’ in reference to a ‘priest’ or a Drie 
office holder, had to be displaced by the term ‘Aaronite;, Hebrew ay 
‘Ahar6ni’ and feminine ‘Aharénit, or ‘bat-Ahar6n, i.e. ‘daughter o¢ ie 
Such was indeed Luke’s reference to Elizabeth, Mary’s aunt and shah 


John, meaning by ‘daughter of Aaron’ a priestess, no less no more 


{‘And he (Zechariah) had a wife of the daughters of Aaron, and 
her name was Elizabeth.”} (Luke. I; 5) 

No reader in Luke’s Gospel was puzzled by the term ‘daughter of Aaron’ 
applied by Luke to ‘Elizabeth, John’s mother, with about thirteen Centuries 
separating her from Aaron brother of Moses. In fact, such daughtership 
is not physical one to Aaron; rather, it is a spiritual daughtership to the 
traditional head of Judaic priesthood, i.e. a Jewish conventionalism strictly 
meaning ‘priestess, a ‘woman religious, ‘sister, etc.. Koran opponents, who 
were invariably Judeo-Christian born in Judeo-Christianism, pretended 
out of either sheer malice or at least self-avowed unscholarship that 
the Koran, by giving Mary mother of Jesus the epithet ‘sister of Aaron 
with some thirteen centuries separating Elizabeth's niece from Aaron, 
was committing a grave slip of the tongue revealing its totally confused 
knowledge of Biblical writings naming a certain ‘Mary’ (Hebrew ‘Meryam; 

English Miriam’) as sister of Moses and Aaron, mistaking the latter for the 
former, in the following Koranic Verses quoting Mary’s folk reprimanding 
her when she came unto them carrying her fatherless babe, accusing the 
unmarried woman of having fornicated: 

{“.. They (Mary’s folk) said, ‘O Mary! Indeed you have brought 

a thing Fariyya (an unheard mighty thing). O sister of Hariin 

' (Aaran) Your father was not a man who used to commit 

aa Nor Vol nother was in chaste woma: " 


<a 
idulte: engiss, 
t <<? 


er of 


or } r a ; 
> 6 Sa 


| 
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puraled of or at least ignorant of Luke's ‘4 
ah, Marys aunt, all aforementioned Koran aughter of Aaron, ie. 
Koran in the act of mistaking Mary mother of ak 
‘ r of Jesus, for a 

n. ‘ip malicious or pseudo- 
suc , 
nd of course on that their readers, especially Kons ne criticism, 

in an scholars, who are 
sal i 


lia ; woul ; i 
nt” , aaron” a simple religious ‘sistey’ d not recognize in Koranic 
0 


fn 
av (Every time he [Zakariyya 
———_yihitb (sanctuary) to (visit) her 
tenance. He said, ‘O Maryam (Mary)! From where have 


is?’ She said, ‘This is é 
ou got hist sis from God: Verily, God 
sustenance t0 whom He wills, without lniey od provides 


(Zachariya)] entered Al- 
he found her supplied with 


[Kor. Al ‘Emran (The Household of ‘Emran): 37] 


such was the allusion by Mary . folk to her religions career, incompatible 
sp the crime of fornication that, in their first opinion, she had committed. 


Wi +d. j 
sift have said: O Aaronite! How couldst thou have done what thou didst? 


sont could a ‘nun’ do such thing? 


By quoting Mary's folk with such thorough knowledge of their own 
evish meticulous terminology, the Miraculous Koran challenges in fact 
a worthless pseudo-scholars of its inveterate Opponents and proves, 


once agai that the Speaker in the Koran throughout is the Almighty, the 
-— 4y-Knowing, blessed be His names. 


QJOQYCYO 


—————————= 

(1) Overwhelmed by the Orientalistic counterargument, Koran scholars up to this day 
helplessly contented themselves with explaining Koranic ‘sister of Aaron‘ as meaning 
‘she who is as pious as Aaron, which is no good, since the pious Aaron could not be 
held, alone, the supreme example of piety. Yet, Koran scholars, until the publication 
of the present book, could not do better. 


XXXII, Pharaoh 
(Kor, "Fir awn’) 


SZ 
the Old Egyptian 'Pharaoh’ (Biblical 'Par'o' and 
Bigs 3, Koranic 'Fir‘awn’) i 
jerived from the Old Egyptian ‘per’ (house)+ ig Seon ghd 
ito the Old Egyptian oe: e which literary means 'the great-house' . royal 
stle held by Egyptian kings in like manne asian 
rred to as ‘the Sublime Porte’. Used fir 


general, proves to be unscientific loose usage since Pharaonic Egypt began 
with the Ramsessids in the early 13" century B.C. and not before. 


Hence, the meaning and date of the first use of the Old Egyptian 'Per‘a! 
as a person name designating the king himself in person not his ‘great- 
house’ or palace, were totally unknown to any human before the fortunate 


(1) For the meaning of Old Egyptian 'Per’a' and the date of its first use as a 
see, A. Gardiner, Egyptian Grammar, op. cit, p.75. 
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decipherment of ‘Rosetta Stone’ inscriptions around the first 

19" century A.D,, Of course, such meaning and date algo Were of 
reach of any ‘human’ Pentateuchal scribe compiling his work fy “Yong te 
reminiscences in the aftermath of David and Solomon ahecs Teme 
before the eighth century B.C. when, several centuries after th ek Utely no 
Israelites had to lose any knowledge of such Old Egyptian Verna, Us, the 


which they were well-acquainted during the time of Moses and Ag ar With 
Ton, 


Out of such ignorance, by all means justified, Pentateucha| Scrib 

only 'guess' that the Old Egyptian 'Per‘a' [Biblical 'Par‘o' Gives ditieg Coulg 
the influence of Coptic 'Parro')], would mean vaguely a ‘kin a ahd ‘ Unde, 
was legitimately applicable to any Egyptian king who ruled Egypt 1 Ce, it 
early as Abraham, who was scribally situated two centuries before Us, ag 
the 'Pentateuchal' king of Egypt is systematically termed ‘the Pha? 
unwarranting any distinction among ‘the Pharaoh of Abraham 
Pharaoh of Joseph’ or 'the Pharaoh of Moses’. > the 


Such misinterpretation and misuse, which is only criticizable jn res 
of humans, are not at all permitted in any ‘holy’ text claiming, oy seal 
claimed, to be truth-telling as being thoroughly Divine to the letter : 


By contrast, the shrewdly erudite Koran, which was revealed at least 
twelve centuries earlier than Jean Francois Champollion and his followers 
does not only explain the Old Egyptian 'Per‘i' (Pharaoh), which was then 
enigmatic, as meaning the Great-House, by its scholarly Arabic synonym 
‘As-Sarh’, ie. massive building, castle, great palace, etc., restricting the 
use of the Old Egyptian title to Moses’s Pharaoh alone and never to the 
other Egyptian king spoken of in the Koran, i.e. Joseph's, but it also, and 
miraculously indeed, designates the Egyptian monarch drowned in the 
Gulf of Suez as being 'Pharaoh-of-Pillars' (Fir‘awn-dul-Awtad), i.e. Ramses 
II in person, as we shall soon see. 

This very instance of Divine Omniscience, among so many others in the 
Noble Koran, is by itself enough to demonstrate that the Koran is the only 

é uthentic copy of Divine Revelation and that Islam, by virtue of 


Tue r 19 


iat ; e mere 
vse" peariNg the name ‘Israel, except existence of some people 


ae an inscripti Egypt 
of nt ‘Merinptih’, son and immediate re a im il “ 
not ogerved tablet found in Merinptah’s tharelone 
ee qsrael tablet’, the only once the n 
art s 
ny POPS 
“to ies in 
, [sta 
$5 
ws, bY ' 
in spite of Egyptologists’ doubts questionin 


., Asia or even an 
_sories 10 Asia or Y Move by such monarch in the direction of the 
vi ., for the one good reason that he was occ 

? 


ith pushing back Libyan incurs; bin hie ope ip 
eign ee a ee cursions from the West, the solid fact 
gins that Merinptah, the immediate successor of Ramses II, knew of the 
istence of some people called Israel ‘eastward’ of Egypt, whom he hated 
Noes much as to cherish the wish of seeing them destroyed and seedless. We 
ow that the Israelites, descendants of the man ‘Jacob’, were first found 
in Beypts never existed before elsewhere as a community or a tribe either 
in Palestine OF in the way us Palestine (desert Sinai), except after, 
after, their departure or flight from Egypt under the Pharaoh in question, 
yho tried to pursue them across the sea into desert Sinai and drowned 
guring such pursuit. There is no doubt that neither Merinptah nor even 
any of his successors could be the drowned Pharaoh. That is because he 
would have not been able to survive his own death and return sound and 
safe to his capital writing and inscripting such presence of the ‘Israelites’ 
eastward. of Egypt. 


Now, we can understand from the foregoing solid facts that: 


ame 
an record. Speaking of his Liby 


. “Lo a cam ai i 
Asia, Merinptah’s inscription Says; hte emacs Ree: 
el’ destroyed and seedless; ‘Héru’, ie, Palestine and din 
Egypt widowed), piled 


& Merinptah’s so-called 


and only 


1) The Koranic ‘Pharaoh’, unlike the loose Biblical usage, is used as a 
proper name restricted to the drowned Pharaoh in person compared to 
the only other Egyptian monarch mentio he | Joseph 


(1) Translated from Ahmed Fakhry’s Arabic 'Misr-t 
published by The Anglo-Egyptian Library, Cai 
and footnote. 


ca 
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2) Ramses I, the founder of the XIX dynasty, is the first pos. 
Pharaoh in respect of whom such royal title became 
t 


designation of the person of the king but not his Palac 0 be ta lay 
6, 


3) Israel, the people or tribe, could not be 'perceiyeg' eas 
except after their miraculous crossing into the desert as ott 
the drowned Egyptian monarch. ingj tn 


4) Merinptah, the author of the inscription on the S0-calle 
narrating his real or imaginary war against the Israelites Stag] tay 
Egypt, is, himself and all his Pharaonic successors, the firs . ay 
Pharaoh of Exodus. ™P Os, 


5) Ramsessids, the first Egyptian Pharaohs in the Koran 
preceded Merinptah (Ramses I, Stety I and Ramses ll 
Merinptah), are the only three Egyptian Pharaohs in ey ne 
recognize the famous Pharaoh of Exodus designated in th 
Koran. 


Ic Senge 


Who 
er of 

We can 
€ Glotioy, 
Then, we are scientifically in our right to derive the followin 
important corollary: 8S Most 


1) The Israelites fled into the desert of Sinai before Merinptah, 


2) Their pursuer, the drowned Pharaoh, was no other than eith 
Ramses II, his father Stety I or, at most, his immediate grandfathe 
Ramses I, the founder of the XIX dynasty. 


At all events, neither Stety I nor Ramses I could have been the Pharaoh 
cursed in the Koran. 


eG 


One important question which is hardly discussed or settled by 
commentators is: How could the Israelites, after their flight into the desert 


ae shackles to the new Pharaoh? Istaclites inte pieces, or bring 
, to be the case, Le. for the Israeli 
pot a ai, unbothered by the Rivitlais 6 to found a forty-year safe 
a in 


military force and brought about, not 
put also and in particular, 
could hardly recover, 


only a sudden breakdown of 
an irreversibly declining situation from 


post-drowning oscar which was not at all the case. Stety I, who ruled 
years after his father, was in every respect one of the greatest 
q yarchs Egypt ever had. During his relatively short 13-year reign, Egypt 
‘| 4 in every direction, as well as in art and architecture. Of course, 
“gaypt Was impossible to flourish under the pressures of post-Exodus chaos. 
4 addition to his deterring campaigns West and South and his victorious 
ein Asia, passing, of course, by the desert of Sinai, Stety I stabilized the 
‘gpire’s Eastern borders at only a short distance to the South of Modern 
- geirut. This, alone, excludes the possibility of any fugitive Israelite in Sinai. By 
- the mere fact of prospering Egypt under Stety I, his immediate predecessor, 
‘Ramses I, could absolutely not be the Pharaoh of Exodus. 
then, Stety I be himself the drowned Pharaoh? 


The same impossibility applies here too; moreover, it is more flagrant. 
Stety I been himself the Pharaoh whose drowning was responsible for 
post-Exodus general chaos, he could not at all have been immediately 
ed by his son, Ramses II, the most illustrious king in Egypt's history. 
ively too long 67-year reign was for Egypt a period of unparalleled 


a y, Stety 1, ought to have been the Egyptian monarch who had to face 
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grandeur and stability, except for some troubled years Precedi 
death, as if to foretell the forthcoming deterioration. Indeed, ; f wt his 
is to be measured by prestige, absolute authority, arrogance, self. slon Me 
monuments almost all along the country (even if they are, for a g0 Ning 
ancestral ones which have been boldly self-appropriated throug. “# 
or modified inscriptions), then Ramses II is the greatest of all Bown, ‘d 
monarchs, and so he was, indeed, in the eyes of all modern histoiang 
ancient Egypt. Such fact alone argues against the possibility for 4. tk 
have been himself the drowned Pharaoh, since his immediate SUCCes¢, 


Ramses II, could by no means have been the post-Exodus monarch, 


? 


Now, since we have among the Ramsessids, the first Egyptian Pharaoh 
only three monarchs (Ramses I, Stety I and Ramses II) preceding the fourth 
Ramsessid, the first eligible post-Exodus Pharaoh, both Ramses | and Stety 
Thave to be categorically excluded as possible Pharaohs of Exodus, 


Hence, Ramses II, and no else, is himself, with no doubt, the Pharaoh 
cursed in the Koran, unto whom Moses was sent, by whom Moses Was 
denied, and whom God punished by drowning in the Gulf of Suez around 
1225 B.C. or 1223 B.C. as preferred by later Egyptologists based on later 
archaeological foundings. 


HH 
Throughout the whole Koran, the name ‘Pharaoh’ does not occur as a 
royal title common to several persons by virtue of their monarchal status, 
but only in designation of one and the same individual throughout, i. 
Moses’s adoptive father, whose daughter (in scribal Pentateuch) or whose 


wife (in the thoroughly truth-telling Koran), delivered Moses from the 
water. ‘Pharaoh’ is the one whom the Glorious Koran discribes saying: 


{"Verily, Fir‘awn (Pharaoh) exalted himself in the land” and 


being Koran miraculous translation of 
our onomastic note on Egypt. 


, and Aaron 


* live. ¥ rab 
: females live. erily, he was of the Mufeidin (Le. those wh 
commit great sins and crimes, oppressors, tyrants, pares ; 
pales [Kor. Al-Qasas (The Narrative):4) 
tor in the lan ‘ 
¥ corruptor | was, himself, the Pharaoh of Exodus. 
ag all other possible Pharaohs, 


a ‘espot’ death in the sixty-seventh year of his reign, 


yet, according to — scribe of the Exodus, the Pharaoh who adopted 

fo could ist be himself the Pharaoh of Exodus, since the former 

naraoh died while Moses was still in Midian (Ex. 11: 23]. Aged forty years 

en he first met the Pharaoh of Exodus bearing the Divine Message [Ex. 

tt: 7) Moses would have been no less than thirty years old when he left 
t for Midian [cf. Kor. Al-Qasas (The Narrative): 27-28]. 


We also know from the same scribe that Moses’s adoptive father must 
pave been himself a ‘Ramsessid’. That is because we have been told that 
ynder the king in question, the children of Israel were forced to build 
for Pharaoh ‘treasure cities, Pithom and Raamses.’ [Ex. I: 11]. Such city 
‘Ramses > which is inevitably the ancient historic 'Per-Re‘meseso, i.e. 
House of Ramses which was built or completed by Ramses II to the North- 
fast of Egypt, could only be so named after a king called 'Ramses’. 


Again, we know from Egyptologists that the first ‘Ramses’ -also the first 
'pharaoh'- in the whole history of monarchal Egypt was Ramses I, who 


_ 
(1) According to the Pentateuchal scribe, Moses died at the age of 120 years, after forty 
years from the Exodus, which means that Moses was 80 years old when the Exodus 
began, forty years after the beginning of Moses’s Divine Mission in Egypt. This is 
retorted by the mere fact that Ramses II reigned only 67 years. The reconciliatory 
allegation that Moses was delivered from the water by a predecessor or Ramses II is 
more obscuring since it would aggrandize Moses’s longevity already exaggerated in the 
Biblical account faithful to scribal tradition regarding Biblical heroes. 
English | a ed for 'Old Egyptian’ R’-ms-sw 


ohly 


sun-god 
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ruled for less than 2 years after which he was succeede 
reign lasted for 13 years only and then succeeded by Ra 


d by Stet 
Mseg ll 


67 whole years. , wit 
Then, Moses could not have been adopted by any 'Ra "Uey 
years before the accession of Ramses II to the throne of B 
Ramsessid predecessors of the latter, Ramses I and Stety | Ypt, Since , hy 
no more than fourteen years. > TUled 4, 0 
Thus, Ramses II, and none else, should have been him, 
Pharaoh of Exodus as well as Moses’s own adoptive father. Self }, f 


As to the king of Egypt narrated to have died during ie 
Midian [Ex. II: 23], such was an invention by the unin formed stay t 
never bothered by any of his own account inconsistencies ont Who 
was an apologize for the fugitive Moses’s sudden decision te — 2 
Egypt where he was still wanted for ‘murder’, and daringly face 2 ck to 
king from whom he fled to Midian some ten years earlier [cf Ex rv Samy 
fact, such apology is out of place, since God protects His Messenge,.. 


{"He said, ‘My Lord! Verily, I fear that they will belie me, ang 
my breast straitens, and my tongue will not be fluent. §o send 
for Hariin (Aaron) (to come along with me). And they haye a 
charge of crime against me, and I fear they will kill me. God 
said, ‘Nay! Go you both with Our Signs. Verily! We shal be 
with you, listening.”} [Kor. AS-So'ara’ (The Poets); 12-15] 
{"He said, ‘My Lord! I have killed a man among them, and] 
Sear that they will kill me. And my brother Hiriin (Aaron) he 
is more eloquent in speech than me so send him with me as 
a helper to confirm me. Verily! I fear that they will belie me. 
God said, ‘We will strengthen your arm through your brother, 
and give you both power, so they shall not be able to harm 
you, with Our Aydt (proofs, evidences, verses, lessons, signs, 
revelations, etc.), you two as well as those who follow you will 


_ (ine arta! 
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Moses should have no fears from 
e Divine Protection, 
boR Oro! 


corded by Egyptologists, Ramses I] was remarkably prolific. 
‘ ready father of two sons when he acceded to the throne most 
pe” atthe age of 25 years. He ended his 67-years reign with at least 59 
d some 79 sons, many of whom from his many concubines and 


‘ in addition, of cou: is ' sal! wr 
A wives, tse, to his ‘official’ wives from amongst 
<e0? royal princesses. He is also reco 
e 


who bears a Divine Message, 


pro? e jo the same Pharaoh under th 
4 nin 


tded to have committed the horrible 
ot of having wedded ate of his own daughters, but preceded in ‘such 
Le py the priestly king, Ikhnaton®, who shamelessly married his own 
pat and plood, “Ankhsen-pa-aton’, which was then twelve years old only, 
eat his daughter might, according to apologetic Egyptologists, bear him 
7 peir to the throne which her mother, Nefertiti, could not. 
ss donot personally agree ‘with such sympathizing Egyptologists justifying 
ators crooked conduct in terms of throne considerations cherished by 
ir most admired BO the high-priest and self-appointed vicar of 
Aton, conceived as the sun's disk beaming life into the whole creation”. 


= aimed Fak, 'Pharaonic Egypt op. cit, p.374, 

0) Ihid., p.374 and footnote. 

@) Ibid., p.333. nas , 

(4) The cult of Aton (lit., eink of the sun) was in fact known in ancient Egypt no less than 
one thousand years earlier, but Ikhnaton’s innovation was to substitute his heliolatrous 
Aton for Egypt's supreme deity, Amon, lit., the hidden-one, so that he might displace 
Amon-priests in favour of his own priesthood as self-appointed vicar of Aton, the 
only ‘god’ worthy of true worship. His so-called religious revolution was no more 
than a petty war among priests ending on a total defeat of Aton immediately after the 
'vicar’s' death. In spite of their essentially atheistic temperament, Ikhnaton’s modern 
admirers inconsistently exalt him for having been in their judgment the introducer of 
monotheism in pre-revelation religions and the precursor of all God’s Prophets and 
Messengers, particularly Moses, influenced, so to say, by Ikhnaton’s unprecedented 
monotheistic teachings. By so doing, such disguised atheists do not only deny Divine 
Revelation received by Moses and other Prophets while, themselves atheists, glorifying 
Ikhnaton’s monotheistic tendencies, but they also and in particular demonstrate their 
utter ignorance of true monotheism. In fact, according to modern astronomics, = 


= — 
one - 
al ts 
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In fact, any female within or even outside the royal palace 

own daughter could have been eligible to satisfy the Wish of than, 
own royal son. Ikhnaton had been only motivated by a mere ran he 
concerning the succession to the throne and not by a morbid Son te, 
tor the poor infant, who was soon abandoned the day she bore hits lay 
another copy of her own sex (‘Ankhsen-pa-aton, junior) ang then 

a very young prince (only nine years old) whom Ikhnaton Prodlaimes "% 
his immediate successor, i.e. future Tutankhamon", i tobe 


Nor do I intend to dwell on the definition of such crime nam ed ' 
as understood in ancient Egypt's socio-religious system which, as vil 
frequently permitted ‘brother-sister’ royal marriages. However, we E Ow, 
knew of any 'pre-Ikhnaton' precedent of a ‘father-daughter'’ Marri ae 
in the ancient world, as we should know, such maddened, self-dej a! 
despots were literally their own self-legislators and, in this Capacity, th S 
cannot be judged or criticized according to any legal standard or moral 
code, be it theirs or ours. 


But I do intend to sermon so many Egyptologists, historians and literary 
men, by whom Ramses II (Pharaoh proper) is too ‘great’ among all Egyptian 
monarchs to be himself the one cursed in the Koran. Ramses II had not any 
such ‘raison détat’ forcing him to wed three of his own daughters except 
paranoid despotism inflated by stupid self-deification. The man, as stated 
earlier, was so generous in male reproduction as to have some 79 sons of his 
own from as many partners as capable of such prolific male reproduction, 


= ‘our’ sun, Ikhnaton’s Aton, is but one sun, among many millions of known, and unknown, 
even bigger ‘ones’ circulating the unfathomable cosmic space; viewed by true monotheists, 
all such celestial bodies, as indeed the whole cosmos, are created and governed by the One 
True God, advocated by all God’s Prophets and Messengers, the God apart of Whom 
everything is by Him created. To be true, if abstractionism is to be preferred to symbolism 
in the philosophical sense, then Amon, the hidden-one, deified by Ikhnaton’s opponents, 
is to be preferred to materialized Aton, disk of the sun, since the former is nearer to the 
Ineffable God spoken of by Moses as well as by all Moses’s predecessors and successors 
alike. In my opinion, Amon, the hidden-one, was a trace of the noble monotheistic creed 


Y] 
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i gor such to be the case, it should be recalled that the day in which 


y father of only two sons 
‘© was inevitably born after 


se: Kosi J could only be wedded by her father no 
pan than the fifth year of his reign. Accordingly, for Moses to be delivered 
ae water by such daughter-wife, he would have been born in the 15"- 
fom eR amses II's reigns thus, Moses would have been 47-52 years old when 


pxodus began, not 80 years old as told in scribal Pentateuch. 
the 


pe ® u pters)- Hence, such ‘daughter-wife', wh 
(0 11s accession to the throne, 


Granted that the uninformed scribe is capable of both or either one of 
errors namely (I) it was Pharaoh’s daughter not Pharaoh's wife who 
aie red Moses from the water, or (II) the Exodus began when Moses was 
so yeats old, we firmly state that Moses was delivered from the water by 


sparao wife, be she herself or not Pharaoh’s own wedded daughter. 


for my part however, I am strongly inclined to believe, judging Ramses 
iby his depraved character, that it was Pharaoh's daughter-wife all right, 
most probably the first in a series of three father-wedded daughters, the one 
yho could have kept her royal title, 'Pharaoh’s daughter’, for several years 
of forced’ indoor marital relations with the concupiscent paranoid, before 
the official wedding ceremonies took place. Based on the following erudite 
Koranic Verse, I also believe that the poor child so disliked such queer fatherly 
relations which extremely offended her inner feelings that she said at last: 


{"My Lord! Build for me a house with You in Paradise, and 
save me from Fir‘awn (Pharaoh) and his work, and save me 
from the evil-doing folk!"} [Kor. At-Tahrim (Prohibition); 11] 

The poor daughter preferred a Hereafter ‘house’ with th 
to the 'Great-House’, i.e. Pharaoh, and her fo Ik. 


Such marvellously miraculous comparisor 
daughter-wife who was incessantly raped | 
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father, is equally one instance of Koran erudition proving Koran 
of the notion ‘house’ in the Old Egyptian 'Per't’ (Pharaoh) Which jae 
means 'Great-House’. ter, 
Praise be unto the Speaker in the Koran, the Almighty and th 
Knowing! * All. 
hh 


Now, if Ramses II, as demonstrated earlier, was himself the ‘Pharaoh 
was so vehemently denounced in the Bible and in the Koran, and SUPP og 
that such Pharaoh had ever physically existed against atheistic Egypto ” 
unbelieving in any Divine Revelation, how could Egyptian annals record 
on temples, obelisks, monuments, tablets, etc., have been so silent both abou 
the drowned Pharaoh and about the catastrophic event which overnigh, 
drowned with him a huge army, Pharaoh's court, leaders and Ministers? 


8 


Yet, for authoritative Egyptologists, being faithful or unbelievers, such 
silence proves noting. Such temples and monuments are erected by order 
of the king or the ruling class including the clergy. Inscriptions thereon 
narrate only monarchal glorious deeds and achievements, but not a single 
defeat or misfortune, let alone the teasing story of a Pharaoh drowned with 
his army in the Gulf of Suez by a gang of 'strangers' fleeing into Sinai from 
the face of the 'Great House’. 


Out of jealous admiration for great ancestors or near predecessors, petty 
monarchs used to inflate their small, restricted expeditions into colossal 
victories or even imagine quixotic military adventures such as inscribed on 
‘Israel tablet’ where irritated Merinptah related his visionary campaign in 
Asia eastward of Egypt, while totally absorbed in his wars with the Libyans. 


In a manner not too much different from tomb-thieves’ practices, 
smaller or less wealthy kings used to ‘borrow’ for their own sepulchres or 
funerary temples stones from ancestral ones or rewrite new inscriptions on 
already used stelae. 

With paranoid Ramses II, the practice went even bolder. Notwithstanding 


his remarkable, almost everywhere present, architectural activity, which 
st in Later Kingdom and downwards, Ramses Il 


are by all means the greate 


= 
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1, ' ! 
é pit ‘vit, but the ‘great’ Ramses II made every effort to make believe 


‘at pole architecture belonged to himself, by literally covering the 
ini! the inscriptions of his own, narrating his own achievements and 


V 
wi awit similar inscriptions by either his father or grandfather, with 


‘ «fs «that such great architectural work became attributed to Ramses 
ye res! ‘ associated with Stety I or Ramses I, 
0 


yall of Columns’, as conventionally translated into E nglish from the 

su tian 'Yonit' (plural form of the Old Egyptian 'Yon’, ie. pillar, column, 
oe eer preferably to have been rendered ‘Hall of Pillars’, not of ‘columns’. 
ac) en visitor of the site could observe, such ‘columns’ in the ‘Hall of 
bse , which are NOW unroofed, were originally built, not as ornamental 
Oe of the famous architecture, but to 'support' a gigantic roof of colossal 
The English ‘pillar’, as an English-speaking person would readily 
vei better conveys the notion of 'support' in its first sense, rather than the 


oJ 


ssh ' column's which conveys in its first sense the notion of ‘ornament’. 


4 subtle Koranic reference designating in person the drowned 
phara0b among all other Egyptian kings, the Pharaoh in question is 
wyice giver [Kor. Sad: 12 and Kor. Al-Fajr (The Dawn): 10] the epithet 
pul-Awtad: literally meaning ‘he-of-pillars' and precisely 'Pharaoh-of- 
aia distinguishing among all other possible 'Pharaohs’, Ramses II, the 
pharaoh who appropriated to himself the ‘Hall of columns’ or rather the 
Hall of pillars’, in a manner that such great Egyptian architectural work has 
een no more associated with a Pharaoh other than him. 


Of course, such information was beyond the reach of any human 
contemporary of the Koran, and is still so thirteen centuries later. 


EE 


As to Old Egyptian 'Per‘a’ (Pharaoh), literally meaning 'Great-House’, 
which was absolutely unknown by any human contemporary of the Koran 
in the early 7 century A.D. and downwards until the middle of t he 19% 
century A.D., it is magnificently explained by the perf 
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‘Sarh’, which is derived from the Arabic triliteral SRH, m ‘ 
be clear, manifest, pure, glaring, unmistakably recognizayya 8 Prin 
€ fro 


of a lofty palace, building, etc.. Hence, the noun ‘Sarh", ig: 
‘great building’, etc., comparable with the Hebrew ‘Seri’ Nie. ‘nail 
_ ben : . “> Let 

is derived from the cognate Hebrew triliteral SRH, Thus, the ee ey 


is the best erudite Arabic equivalent of the Old Egyptian Peay ile . x 
Phi’ 


or 'Great-House'. 
2 ) 


Such miraculous onomastic translation of the Old E 
simply unattainable by any human living in the early 7% tian 'p 
downwards until the middle of the 9" century A.D., ig dtvaneh : bi! 
scholarship in the following two Verses of the Magnificent on Benen’ 

{And Fir'awn (Pharaoh) said: ‘O chiefs! I know ish an; Us 

have an god other than me, so kindle for me (a fire 18 fe You 

to bake (bricks out of) clay, and set up for me q grea EMME. 

(Ar. Sarh’) in order that I may look at (or look for) the é at 
of 


Miisé (Moses); and verily, I think that he (Moses ) is one if 
Of the 


Hars.’} [Kor. Al-Qasas (The Narrative), 38] 


{"And Fir'awn (Pharaoh) said: ‘O Héman! Build mea 
building (Ar. ‘Sarh') that I may arrive at the ways. hy 
of the heavens, and I may look upon the God of Miisé (Moses 


but verily, I think him to be a liar...”} 
[Kor. Gafer (The Forgiver); 36-37] 


If the Old Egyptian 'Per‘a' is substituted for the word “Breat-building?; 
[Kor. Gafer (The Forgiver): 36] mentioned above, then we should haye a 
following sentence: And Per‘a said, O Haman, build for me a Per! Wher 
the Arabic ‘Sarh' is perfectly synonymous with the Old Egyptian 'Per'a’, the 
ultimate origin of English Pharaoh, i.e. 'Great-House'. 

Let alone the miraculous contrast of a house in Heaven to Pharaoh's 
wife (the Great-House) in [Kor. At-Tahrim (Prohibition): 11] cited earlier, 
O Speaker in the Koran! Glorified be Thy names, the All-Powerful, 


ee 


fe 


I 


S'—R= 


«an is a purely Korani 
Haman is a pilbely ‘Aoranic figure. He is not menti 
name or function in scribal Pentateuch Oned anywhere either 


5 Also, he i ; ‘ s 
old Egyptian papyrus or monument, In the Koran guess rte 
= Ppears as an 


tian fi i 5 
i portant Egyptian figure ck Pharaoh's court, assisting the E, ; 
jn bis common struggle against Moses. gyptian tyrant 


Occurring pas six times in the Koran against seventy-four times for hi 
mastel Haman is always cited in association with the Fayptli ‘ " h 
next to him and i preceding him, either receiving orders from and 
when he was commissioned by Pharaoh to build the 'Sarh' [Kor Al-Qasas 
(the Narrative): 38 and Kor. Gafer (The Forgiver): 36] es vane to in out 


onomastic note on Pharaoh, or standing as commander-in-chief of Pharaok’s 
amy, in charge of the oppression of the Israelites, sharing with Pharaoh the 
latter’s fears from them: 

{"And We (God) wished to do a favour to those (children of 
Israel) who were weak (and oppressed) in the land, and to 
make them rulers and to make them the inheritors. And to 
establish them in the land, and We let Fir'aun (Pharaoh) and 
Haman and their hosts receive from them that which they 

feared. “ [Kor. Al-Qasas (The Narrative): 5-6] 


God has put both Pharaoh and Haman in one basket: 
{"Then the household of Fir'awn (Pharaoh) picked him (Moses) | 


Pe ait’ 
q 
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up (from the water), that he might become for tl 

and a (cause of) grief- Verily! Fir'awn (Pharaoh), . enemy 

y [Kor. Al-Qasas (The all ong 

tive), 8} 


their hosts were sinners. 
where Haman is mentioned by nam, 
© in the 


In these four times 
he appears 5° close to pharaoh, but also subordinate to hi 
; ‘ew held by all Koran scholars until the hehe en 
Haman was Pharaoh’s minister or 'vizie lication a 
cerned with Pharaoh about possible 4 ag 
g Israelitic community in Egypt. angers for 
cholar has yet paid due attention the 
to 


no Koran s 
n the Koran ash 
ead 
ofa P 


Unfortunately, 
and sixth times in which Haman occurs i 
was independently addressed by Moses’s message on e 
Pharaoh in a triad composed of Pharaoh, Haman and oy foo an 
: P Certai 
following two Koranic Verses: ain Irate 


Qariin®, according to the 
ed also) Qariin, Fir'awn (Pharaoh) 
? and 


{"And (We destroy 

Hamiin. And indeed Miisé (Moses) came to them wi 
portents, but they were arrogant in the land, yet the ei 
outstrip Us (escape Our Punishment). So We renee i 
< oe each 
[Kor. Al-‘Ankabiit (The Spider); 39 x 
a 


them) for his sins...."} 
{"And indeed We sent Miisé (Mi i 
(Moses) with Our Portents ang 


a manifest authority. To Fir'awn (Pharaoh), Himé 
? n and 


Qériin, but they called (him): ‘A sorcerer, a liar!’.”} 
[Kor. Gafer (The Forgiver); 23- 
i crite one an Israelite in Egypt (Qariin) or even an - ‘os 
i Lee wren army-leader (Haman), be of a mee : 
I os ‘ ies Moses’s attention or to justify the watt 
aon aa any. of them in association with Pharaoh’ a 
paren seen > 4n and Qariin, however being infl he 
petro cs een court, be equally nda 
eir ‘master’? Was Egypt under the ‘great’ anal 


three-headed country? 


(1) The subject of our next onomastic note. 
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¥ Koran, which 
Pee Es was revealed in the early 7% AD. 
em century ” 
. ghe truth which was then humanly unknowable, as we shall soon 


ral ba 


sitar t0 tHE Egyptian Haman’ the Israelite 'Qariin’ is a purely Koranic 
who is not mentioned either by name or function in any Biblical 


w a : 
"ngs nor 30 auy. ve Egyptian Papyrus or monument. According to 

Oost Qariin was an Israelite: 

the 


verily, Qariin was of Miisa's (Moses) people, but he behaved 
arrogantly towards them..."} (Kor. Al-Qasas (The Narrative): 76] 


itis indisputable that any Israelite under Ramses II could not possess 

ch powers as to Oppaess his own community in Egypt unless being 
mr ated by Ramses II himself. Qériin could have been indeed a certain 
io g whom Pharaoh appointed to rule over and persecute the children 
ssael i BBYPt 

an Israelite, who was presumed to believe in the One True God of his 

thers, Abraham, Isaac and Jacob, such Koranic figure could not receive 
ihe Divine Warning on the same level as that of the pagans Haman and 
gamses II. Qiriin ought simply to be reminded of the good old faith from 
which the majority of the Israelites had deviated just to seek favour with 
their polytheistic Egyptian masters. 

supposing that Qariin, "the Israelite", whose Hebrew name shall 
receive full treatment in our next onomastic note, ought to be addressed 
independently of Ramses II, why, then, should "the Egyptian" Haman? 

HG 

Soon after Ikhnaton, the introducer and self-appointed High-priest 
of Aton's cult, Ikhnaton’s so-called religious revolution died with him and 
Amon’s priesthood, which was formerly persecuted, had to take their total 


(1) Qariin was wrongly identified by uninformed Koran opponents as being the Bib! 
‘Q6rah' [Num. XVI]. Yet, this is a clumsy allegation to be refuted in our 2 
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revenge. Nothing was left to remind of the ‘damage’ done by Ikhnatg 
one important lesson which both the Palace and the Temple haq ‘ieee "ep 
to keep in mind and never to forget: Neither the King nor the Hi nefory, 
could survive the other. Full support by the established Priesthoog ~Priege 
qua non! for prosperous monarchy, and for any priesthood to flourish, Sing 
has to be an absolute monarch deriving his royal authority from thes » Mere 

deity reset in power, now 'Amon', for whose vicars, or priests, the tei 
always to show full ‘gratitude’ and respect. Such king-clergy equation Tas 
was the mother of the so-called ‘divine right of kings’ in Europe, eter 
maintained under Ramses II, whom the clergy named 'Meri- Amon’ ( best 
beloved of Amon), and Mi-Amon' (i.e. the like of Amon), in token of 
Absolute Authority invested in the self-deifying despot. Vine 


For such king-clergy dualism to prosper and survive, contrary 
its unfortunate papal repetition in Western Europe, each Party to mi 
equation should carefully bear in mind that it is in one’s own interest bigs 
to encroach even by one inch on the proper territory of the other. If the 
monarchal absolutism is the best guard of the ecclesiastical Prerogatives 
then the clergy should promote such absolutism and never challenge , 
or attempt to derogate therefrom. Again, since the established Priesthood 
is the only possible promoter of a despot’s legitimacy, by means of such 
oracular communication from the mouth of such 'god’, then no monarch, 
even the most absolute, should ever risk to defy the high-priest, through 
whom 'gods' have spoken: To disparage the other's prestige finally resolves 
into one’s own disparagement. The example of Ikhnaton, who identified 
himself with the high-priest in order 'to solve the equation' by reducing to | 
zero the other party, could never be repeated downwards in Egypt. 
Owing to the fact that Egyptian monarchy was thoroughly absolute, such 
‘regal-clerical' balanced dualism could by no means amount to power-sharing, 
while allowing at least for due consultations, especially in matters of politico- 
religious concern, such as, for the Pharaoh in question, Moses message, 
which brought in a fatal threat to the future of both parties to the equation. 


Indeed, the core of Mosess Divine Mission in Egypt was not, as 
euche scribes and by the elders of the Israelitic 
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wer 


f ses II, | 
fa ; , under Ramses iterally to deliver the children of Israel from 
an wip. drive them out of Egypt into Palestine where their father, 
N from, but rather, and in the first Place, as magnificently related 


Wr ne 
yr me 2 
pm pp cal to denounce Egyptian polytheistic Paganism, to proclaim the 
d the Omniscient, and to 


ye , als N 

4 ihe Ke Beds the Omnificent, the Omnipotent an 
0 : 

pe a the On€ True cee ae in Egypt from times immemorial 

ant he concerted action of se ~deifying despots assisted by self-seeking 


in" is and nothing else, is the prime object of any Divine Message. 


de , guch, Moses'’s message was incommensurably far more disastrous 

on natons ‘petty’ religious revolution as to the whole future of 
pam” as priesthood supporting self-deifying Pharaoh. If the latter, under 
pe erwhelming effect of undefeated superphysical miracles, was to 
the Lf in Moses a true Messenger from the One True God, then the 
p00 governing-system in Egypt would immediately collapse and the 
ole ic! high-priest would find himself out-of-job. So, both Pharaoh and 
ajes priest had perforce to reunite against Moses. Similarly, if the high- 
his came to believe in Moses, which, unfortunately for the Egyptians of 
psies was not the case, then he would deny Pharaoh his most valuable 
riestly support, with the inevitable result of seriously destabilizing the 
om at-House’. Such wasibe fan for Moses’s Divine Message to address 
poth pharaoh and the High-priest, one apart from the other, 


Had Koranic Haman been merely Pharaoh's ‘vizier’ or ‘army-leader' as 
shought by all past and present Koran scholars until the publication of this 
work, he could not have been personally addressed apart by Moses’s Divine 
Message aS expressly told in the Koran: A Divine Message addressing the 
king would not outreach him to any of his immediate subordinates, be he a 
vizier or commander-in-chief. 


| Yes, Koranic ‘Haman’ could be Amon's High-priest under Ramses II. 


This is clearly one more instance of Koran all-comprising knowledge: 
In the early 7" century A.D. when the Koran was revealed, such intricate 
balance between the ‘politic’ and the 'religious' in Pharaonic Egypt was 
then, by all means, humanly unknowable. 


SG 
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Biblical complete silence about Koranic Haman, ie. Amon, High 
under Ramses II, does not warrant Koran opponents’ Uunfoun Prigs, 
that such Hamiin never was. Por scribes, Pharaoh's despotic char “lain, 
too overwhelming to make room for any ‘secondary’ figure Wag | 
Moreover, such omission is not at all unexpected of Poorly Ga Side 


scribes compiling their work from remote reminiscences, incapable in 
bal r 


time to have the slightest idea about regal-clerical intricate 

consequently, unaware of the importance of any role possibly ascribaye® 

the high-priest in Pharaoh's struggle with Moses. to 
Similarly, the fact that the person of Haman hitherto remaing 


obscured in Pharaonic Egypt's history so far attested is not at aj decig 
in the eyes of authoritative neutral Egyptologists. The drowning — 
an 


illustrious Pharaoh (such as Ramses II) in the Gulf of Suez by the magi 
a miserable gang of outlaws (such as the Israelites) during their flight i< 
m™m 


the established authority is obviously a disgraceful scandal beyond Measu, 
that, if a drowned Pharaoh ever was, should not be ‘monument alizag 7 
even referred to in any inscription or script, but literally effaceg wi : 
persons concerned from the nation’s historic memory. Indeed, for Ramses 
II's 67-year reign which were full of pompous architectural achievements 

all over the country allowing to conceal the unpleasant circumstances of 
his death, even his own name would have been totally effaced from the 
Egyptian royal records, inasmuch as the mere existence of the Israelites 
in Egypt was denied. Why could not Koranic Haman, Amon’s high-priest 
under Ramses II be effaced then? 

Encouraged by such unidentification of the Koranic Haman in the Egyptian 
history so far attested, and, obsessed by the stupid belief that the Koran could 
not ‘invent of itself names that are not already told in Biblical writings, Koran 
opponents -grudging the Koran such luminous insight into the Egyptian 
history with all its politico-religious intricacies as to name Amon high-priest 
under Ramses II, which was then humanly unknowable either by name or 
function- attempted to identify Koranic Haman with its single homonym in 
the whole Bible, That is, ‘Haman son of Hammedatha the Agagite’, which is 
mentioned in the book of Esther [Est. III: 1 et seq.] as an influential courtier 
of Xerxes I, king of the Persians (486-465 B.C.), who plotted against the 


gna Aaron 
mM ould have succeeded in obtain 
id we Esther, the beloved wife of 
a é opponents, the Koran wo 
a a on which literally means 'the 

a + 
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ing their destruction but for the 
the Persian monarch, In the view 
uld have borrowed such Persian 


yer: its narrative even to the 
€88 influenced in doing so by an 
ture common to both, the 'real' and the ' y 
mt ws erate anti-Semitism! imaginary, which is, of 
, in 
wg, such Koran opponents writing, for grudging malice, such un- 
criticism “ ie aaa 20" century A.D, i. after due reconstitution 
[one + Egypt's es he a essentials, Pointing inter alia to the growing 
of ce of Amons priesthood in the royal court following Ikhnaton’s death 


ae wnwards to the Ramsesids, ought to have known better, since: 
dj alton 


egardless of the real peg of Amon’s high-priest under Ramses II, 
existence of such most influential high-priest under the Pharaoh 
of pxodus is obviously undeniable. Single knower in the early 7* 
century A.D. of such fact which was then humanly unknowable could 


not be lightly accused of ignoring such high-priest’s real name as to 
Joosely pick it up from Biblical writings, 


The Koran, being a thoroughgoing copier from the Bible as alleged, 
would have known that the Persian Haman under Xerxes I of the 5" 
century B.C. was too distant in time and place from the Egyptian 
Haman of the 13" century B.C. to compare to the high-priest of 
Amon under Ramses II of Egypt about eight centuries earlier. 


3) Asa plotter against the Jews of the Babylonian captivity under Xerxes 
|, the Biblical Haman’s plot was thwarted by the lovely queen of 
Persia, Jewish Esther, and consequently was sentenced to be hanged 
to death by his monarch; while the Koranic Hamin acted publicly in 
common cause with Pharaoh to exterminate the children of Israel in 
Egypt, and their common endeavour would have realized but for a 
huge Divine Miracle drowning both in the Gulf of Suez. 


(1) See, e.g., Joseph Horovitz, op. cit., p.8. 
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4) Ethnic anti-Semitism, suspected as a common. fy 
Koranic Hamiin and Biblical Haman, if it did exist an ature in 
a morbid mind as a self-defence seeking Pity for < here 6, 
induced misfortunes, could not be restricted to tit sad Own 
since the whole Biblical narratives do not lack figure H ant 
the Jews, even severer and at an earlier date. Ay mee Persea, a, 
figures is Nebuchadnezzar, the King of Babylonia in mi of ay 
B.C., who was himself responsible for their deportation a 6th cen Ug, 
where they had to be found under Xerxes I of the pe OBabyo ty 
with the Persian Haman in the royal court. For what “entry 96 
insistence on such Haman in particular for a Possible ‘ hen, is tk 
the Egyptian high-priest in Pharaoh's court? Mon 
5) The one who knows the precise meaning of Old Egypti 
such as ‘Pera’, the 'Great-House’, at a time when such i Word 
was humanly unattainable, ought to have chosen faring py eg 
compatriot a purely Egyptian name, not a Persian one. hataoh, 


6) In respect of two names each belonging to a different langua 

as the Semitic Old Egyptian Koranic 'Hamian' and thenes = Such 
Persian Biblical 'Haman', homonymy is facial and deceneganen 
each of the two names should bear a different meaning and mn 
to a different etymology. An illustrious multi-linguist such Pp 
magnificent Koran ought to have known such simple linguistic ‘a 
let alone the tonic accent in the first syllable of the Koranic ‘tetas 
which is absent in its Biblical equivalent written in the rr 
Hebrew script to pronounce 'Haman’. 


7) Granted that the Biblical Haman, the first name of 'Haman son of 
Hammedatha; ‘the Agagite' as written in the Bible, is a Persian Name 
all right, as advanced by Biblical scholars“, and not in any sense 
Hebrew or Aramaic, why had he to be an Amalekite by his gentilic 
name ‘the Agagite’”’, which is ultimately Arabic? Most peculiar 


(1) See, under HMN, The Analytical Hebrew & Chaldee Lexicon, op. cit., P. 195, translating 


Persian Haman by English 'the magnificent’. 
(2) Hebrew 'Agagi’, ie. descendant of ‘Agig' the Amalekite, from Arabic AGG, to burn; see 


under AGG, the Analytical Hebrew & Chaldee Lexicon, op. cit., P. 6. 
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hy did he unnecessarily bothered himself 
w?) 


appellative ‘Haman’ would 


> is a fictitious trilingual formed 
Hebrew definite article, prefixed 
the moon", as if built from Indo- 
ted to 'me’, plus ‘dat’ (given), and 
article, 'A’, appended to the name 
amaic. Writing his book in Hebrew, 


ave known that the Hebrew definite 
article could not begin a name which is coined in Persian, 


especially 
when already appending the Aramaic definite article. Such doubly 
igrticled' name is linguistically impossible, 


to the Persian 'Medat'’, i.e. given by 
puropean ‘men’ (moon), apocopa 
ended with the Aramaic definite 
according to the rule in the Ar 
such unlearned scribe would h 


let alone the use of the 
three languages to form one name, and the affected gentilic noun, 


the Agagite, ultimately 'the Amalekite'’, as if to explain Haman’s 
inveterate enmity towards the Jews by his Amalekitish origins®, 
while not concealing his Persian identity through affected Persian 
names given to Haman and his father: A real mess, indeed, throwing 
many doubts on the authenticity of the whole story of the Biblical 
Haman, which was apparently invented for the glory of the pretty 
Jewish heroine, Esther, who was in reality a royal concubine among 
hundreds in the Persian monarch’s court, whom the scribe’s wishful- 
thinking imagined to have been proclaimed queen of Persia. 


But, why the name ‘Haman’ in particular was chosen for such anti- 
Semitic Babylonian character? How could a courtier, however close to 


(1) For ‘Hammedatha', written 'Ha(m)medata’, see: The Analytical Hebrew & Chaldee 
Lexicon, op. cit.; P. 192, 


(2) See, Webster's New 20% Century Dictionary, unabridged, op. cit., Supplements, P, 91. 
() The 'Amalek’ were the first fighters with Moses in the desert of Sinai a 
the Lord will have war from generation to generation.’ [Ex. XVII: 


27a pene 
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the king, bear such a name, i.e. ‘Haman’, the magnificens 
appropriate for the king himself? Was he so called by the Jeyich ty 
to his growing authority, as a bearer of the king’s seal? fan 8 tea 
‘Haman’ a mere ghost of the Egyptian ‘Haman! breakin 88 the Bi 
collective subconsciousness of the Jews in Babylonia, in Out gl 
for the scribal irretentiveness in respect of the real ‘Haman Com 
Hebrews’ misfortunes in Egypt? > th 

Yes, if ever ‘homonymy’ is to be of any value in oy, aie Of 
Koranic Haman and the Biblical Haman, then the latter ifigtt SSion of 
d be ‘ the 


copy of the former, and not vice versa. 4 iy, 


EG 
Other Orientalists alleged that Mohammad (PBUH), the hikers 


of the Koran, ought to have heard from the Jews of Me dina ab ay 
Egyptian deity ‘Amon’, which is spelt so in the Bible, and mistoog. 
‘person’ name which he did not hesitate to give to an imaginary cola Org 
of Pharaoh, after deforming it into the Koranic 'Haman’, Orator 
But why should he ‘deform’ Amén into Haman? Was it to disguise 
borrowing from the Torah or because he just could not utter in ae , 
the Biblical Am6n as it is? Neither the first nor the second aw ic 
Mohammad (PBUH) could simply say 'Amiin' for Amén, since the hide 
‘i normally replaces the Hebrew ‘6’, in like manner as he did in his ieee 
Qartin for the Hebrew Qiaré6n. 
All being considered, however, such Orientalists who unduly Tecognize 
‘Amon’ in ‘Haman’ unknowingly offered by doing so, to my own sincere 
astonishment, the key to the one possible interpretation of the Koranic 


Haman in terms of the extinct Old Egyptian, as we soon shall see. 
EGE 
The Egyptian deity 'Amon'’, written unvocalized in Old Egyptian script, 
ie. 'AMN’, remains of hazardous pronunciation as most of Old Egyptian 
vocabulary so far attested, It is agreeingly etymologized from the Old Egyptian 
triliteral AMN, meaning to hide (oneself), and deemed to mean; ‘the hiding- 
one’, in reference to God, blessed be His Names, as being the ‘Invisible’. This 


tho, 


e 
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spably a trace of old monotheism in times immemorial preceding 
m before degenerating in clumsy polytheism through the work 
xing clenBys 48 always happening all along the history of religion. 
“all ve Egyptologists in their tradition to insert a feeble 'e’ sound to 
pot ace, tend to pronounce Amen in place of commonly used ‘Amon’, 
nn ‘ approximated to the Biblical Hebrew ‘Amén' attributed to the 
«tie remia of the late 7° B.C. and early 6% centuries [Jer. XLVI: 25], but 
oP 2d, 90 doubt, by the Greek and the Coptic, 
fe 2] 


y 
( 


ine bd need to say that utterances of the 7% century B.C. people, 
2 non-contemporaries to Ramses II’s era, be they Egyptians or 
who tians, of Egyptian words written in a totally non-vocalized script, 
pom” decisive in determining how exactly Egyptians of earlier times, e.g., 
are a gases [I of 13" century B.C., Haman’s Pharaoh as established earlier, 
jie ee particular uous The only utterance making authority in this 
: och then, is Ramses IT's own contemporaries using a fully vocalized 
pai system of their own, e.g., Babylonian cuneiform. 
wt ingly enough, the correct utterance of such Egyptian deity 'Amon’, 
jeast DY Ramses II’s own contemporaries, was neither 'Amen' nor ‘Amon’, 
é recisely Aman, as lately attested in the Babylonian version of a treaty 
put quded about the 1280 B.C. between Ramses II and the Hittites written 
mM ocalized cuneiform script”, where Ramses II’s epithet ‘Mi-Amon’ (The 
“ of Amon) is unmistakably uttered Mi-Amana (with Aramaic definite 
article ‘a appended following the Aramaic tradition with proper names). 
qhe same utterance ‘Aman’ under earlier Tuthmosids is also confirmed by 
gir Alan Gardiner”. This means that, as far as our 'Hamin' is concerned, the 
accurate pronunciation under Ramses II of such deity’s name was neither 
‘Amen’ nor ‘Amon’, but Aman, which is identical to the Koranic Haman 
except for the prefixally added ‘h' sound in the latter. 


Now, granted as alleged that the ‘human’ author of the Koran had 
mistaken the Egyptian deity 'Amon' for his ‘imaginary’ Haman, how could 


(1)For the details of such treaty, see in Arabic: Dr. N. M. Abdel-Halim, Outlines of 
Pharaonic Egypt Politico-Cultural History, Monshaat Al-Maaref, Alexandria, 1989, 
pp.69-87. 

(2) See, A, Gardiner, Egyptian Grammar, op. cit., p.428. 
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he accurate uttera f ts 
n to t nce Amin! 


such ‘human’ just conforn k 
then humanly unknowable? hich Ye 
Yet, the ‘h’ sound added to ‘Aman’ in the Koranic Hamin jg é 
No 


a superfluous aspiration. Rather, it is the cogent argument, 4... Me, 
light Orientalists, that the miraculous Koran does not mistake Be na 
Egyptian deity ‘Amon’ for an imaginary High-priest under R 8 Prey, 
Koranic ‘Haman’, as we soon shall see. AM S¢5 t 
The claim of the Koran opponents stating that an influentia] A 
amses II, had never been existed since hig oa On, th 
yet identified by name or title, for reasons stated above, in Eeyote isn 
so far attested, is no bother to us as far as the present work jg oan Telicg 
We hope, however, for the sake of such Koran opponents, not for 4 Cetneg 
future finds by serious Egyptologists, guided by the fact that Ramses y1, 
himself the Pharaoh concerned, will identify the person of his Ana i 
priest, whose name or title shall be no different from the Koranic h 
either in spelling or in meaning. If not totally sure of the precise n “ 
such Amon High-priest, the Koran would have dropped it, unblamaby 
like manner as scribal Pentateuch, but the Omniscient speaker in the at | 


High-priest under R 


7 century A.D., the knower of the precise meaning of such Old Egypti 
names as ‘Per‘i', ‘Moses’, ‘Egypt’, and 'Sinai”,which were then bus 
unknowable, had to make of pendent ‘Haman’ a persistent challenge . 
present and future Koran opponents: To defeat Koran omniscience, they 
only have to prove the contrary, i.e. that Ramses II had no High-priest, o, | 
that such High-priest was named, or called, differently. | 
| 
| 


This is, indeed, one more instance of Koran’s unchallengeable Divine 
Creditability. 
RHE 
To conclude our note in respect of the Koranic Haman, it should be 
remembered that, linguistically speaking, only two possible alternatives 
suggest themselves: | 


ye Me aes b Hamdan ‘ 345 
road an is an Arabic word coined § 
pane Y the K 
1) ansiate original Old Egyptian, oran to onomastically 
tr 


. yn is the original Old Egyptian nam ; 
2) Mgh-priest yet, it is arabicized, Pit Sasa Sone 


oth alternatives, 'Hamin' should be a title, not a birthname. 


“a sgaman' to be Arabic, it can be derived only from either the Arabic 
aiterals HMN or HWM. The former is inexistent in the Arabic”, and the 
si wM, is the only possible Arabic origin of the Koranic 'Haman’. 
Cake the Arabic pita » from HWM, means ‘head’ It is augmented by 
5 ‘ emphatic ending ea , then the Arabic ‘Haman’ would be an emphatic 
secre meaning is Breat-head’, translating possible Old Egyptian 
we ada’ or ‘wer-tep which befits an Amon High-priest, in like manner 
gs the High-priest of Heliopolis was titled 'wer-maw’, i.e. ‘the great-seer'®). 


But, if ‘Haman’ finally proves to be the original Old Egyptian, then the 
old Egyptian ‘Haman’ could not be a simple word by the mere fact that 
there is nO possible Old Egyptian root to derive it meaningfully therefrom. 
itshould only be a composite Old Egyptian word, Arabicized in the Koran: 
i’ plus ‘Aman, ie. ‘Amon’ accurately pronounced as stated above. As to 
the meaning of such 'Ha' written nonvocalized in Old Egyptian script with 
the ideogram ! J (phonetically equivalent to English ‘h’) plus the unuttered 
determinative designating the Old Egyptian 'per' (a house) written 4, just 
to precise that it is the 'Ha’ in the house, not elsewhere, according to Old 
Egyptian writing system, authoritative Egyptologists, however, are doubtful 
about its semantic denotation, but uncertainly presume it to mean a ‘room’, 
seemingly on account of the form of such Old Egyptian ‘h' ideogram [UJ 
resembling in their view a 'reed shelter in the fields, In such case, ‘Hamiin' 


would mean something like 'recess of Amon’, which properly dignifies 
aa? 


ated a. 
(1) Only for possible readers versed in the Arabic: Hypothetic 
More correctly, augmented triliteral AMN, substituting 
(to be custodian of, etc.) is of no avail here on account of t 
for Haman’ model to be derived from ‘haymana’. 
(2) See, A. Gardiner, Egyptian Grammar, op. cit. R561. 
B)Ibid, B 579, a 
| MIbid, P 493, 
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influential High-priest. Yet, with due apology for such high} 
Egyptologists, as Sir Alan Gardiner, a teed shelter in the rs ity 
not necessarily invoke the notion ‘room’ (Old Egyptian "at’ A 
determinative ‘house’ incompatible with the notion ‘field’. One 
say that the very form of such Old Egyptian ideogram [7] ( En si ' 
'h’)) preferably invokes the notion ‘access’, ‘vestibule’, ‘entrang Phones 
allowing for the Old Egyptian "Ha-Amian’ (Koranic Haminy ' " 
‘access to Amon’, summarizing the very function of any pagan op: Mee 
claiming to be the ‘sine qua non' medium between Worshipper tig 
particular deity, of which the particular priest is himself the sale an the 
doorkeeper. In support of such ‘access-to-Amon' as onomastic ap Ointey 
of the Koranic ‘Haman’, we may add that in Semitic languages to P: ‘ ive 
Egyptian undoubtedly belongs, and more particularly in both wan Old 
Arabic and Hebrew-Aramaic scripts, consonants essentially take the Ving 
either complete or abridged, of a certain ‘ideogram' representing fo 
‘thing’ whose name, either obsolete or still in use, begins with a ‘| ‘ : 
giving its name and sound to the letter concerned. An example of hie 
the Hebrew are the name and form of the Hebrew 'g' sound, nameq < z 
(English ‘camel’) written in the form of a headed camel’s neck. In like ses 
both the Arabic and Hebrew letter ‘h' (named ‘ha’ in the Arabic and 'ha' i = 
Hebrew) takes the form nearest to an upper ‘inlet' in a tent allowing for the 
passage of light and air therefrom. The original name of such ‘thing’ should 
have been, as still living in the Arabic, ‘haww’ or 'hawwa(t)’, the nearest to 
Semitic Old Egyptian ‘ha’ mentioned above, eligible for coining ‘Haman’, by 
contraction, from "Ha-Aman’, the cognate of the Arabic 'Haww-Amin| in 
the sense of 'access-to-Amon' as stated earlier. 


I, personally, do not give any special preference to either 'great-head,, 
‘recess-of-Amon' or ‘access-to-Amon’ in onomastically explaining the 
Koranic ‘Haman’, whose even physical existence still remains unattested by 
Koran inveterate opponents. Only future Egyptological foundings, if God 


Gal 


explanative. 
A real challenge, indeed 


ant’ 


XXXIV. Qariin 
Dw 
ay st ated in our onomastic note on the Koranic Haman, the 
ss alse n', the third person of the unholy trinity, ‘Pharaoh-Haman- 


addressed by Moses’s message, is a purely Koranic figure 
here in the Hebrew Bible and not referred to, as any other 


€ 
sons 
A won eve the feast in respect of the Israelite Qariin are ultimately 
"ar jn nature but different as to the party interested in such concealment. 
iis areal disgrace to his own people; a renegade quisling from among 

elves collaborating with Pharaoh and Haman in pouring Pharaoh's 
em in quest for dirty wages and worldly gains. 

EGE 


yet, some inveterate Koran opponents, such as the late Mr. Joseph Horo- 
yz in bis ‘Jewish Proper Aaa and Derivatives in the Koran", attempted 
1p recogni in the Koranic ‘Qariin’, the Biblical 'Korah' (Hebrew ‘Qorah’), 
hich literary means ‘the bald-headed', mentioned in the penultimate book 
of scribal Pentateuch [Num. XVI] as a rebel in the desert of Sinai who, fol- 
lowed by a band of 250 Israelites, initiated a revolt against Moses challenging 
hisabsolute authority over the children of Israel by virtue of Moses’s Prophet- 


giepbbreiie noel 
(1) Op cit, P. 21. 


gar? 
erorne 
iat on 
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hood and Messengership from God. Such revolt brought On rebel 
Divinely inflicted retribution reprevented in being swallowed pon 
with all their property in a sudden landslip [Num. Xyy; 32], Up "ee, 
To be fair, we should, after all, state that those Orientalists di 
such loose identification of the Koranic 'Qariin' with the Bibs; Not they 
Until the publication of the present onan all Koran exegetes ties. Kona, 
that 'Qariin' and 'Korah' (Hebrew: 'Q6rah’) are the same Person, mi Bran 
on the account of the similarity of doom and anti-Moses attitude reo, tly 
in both by Koran exegetes freely copying from their contempo, 
Christian interlocutors who, according to ‘Al-Qortobiy ary j 
overzealously went so far as to ‘apologize’ for Koran Substitution of et 
for 'Korah' alleging, in spite of the Biblical apparent ignorance Of the ‘ ati 
figure, that 'their' Korah was so handsome” as to deserye the epithe 
shining-face’, i.e. Arabic 'Al-Anwar'. Had Al-Qortobi been acquain th 
the Hebrew, which unfortunately was not the case, he would have a With 
that such appellation (Arabic: 'Al-Anwar') never was, but simply ima 
his flattering Jewish interlocutor, servilely attempting to recon, cile the edby 
with the Bible. The Arabic'Al-Anwar' is indeed a direct auto-translation is 
Hebrew ‘Qariin’, which is derived from the Hebrew trilitera] QRN, m, the 
to radiate, be radiant, etc., unused in this sense in the Arabic. Whence 
Hebrew adjective 'Qariin’, ice. ‘the radiant-one'’, equal in form an d anne 
the Koranic ‘Qariin’, epithetically used instead of the proper name eth 
which originally means 'the bald-headed'. : 


Directly running counter and considerate analysis of the Koranic 
however, such frivolous identification as hastily adopted by all Korn 
scholars, and 'rejoicingly' retaken by modern Orientalists in their stupid 
attempt to prove that there is nothing told in the Koran which is not 
already told in the Bible, is a gross 'Israelism'® which unfortunately sti 


(1) Op. cit., comments on 'Surat-ul Qasas’ [Kor. Al-Qasas (The Narrative)], in particular, 


Verses 76 et seq. 
‘Nothing of this sort is mentioned in 


ae 


(he 


ss 


oth F hed. Yet, 
qu” similarly perishee’, Yet, divorcing dissimilarities are too glaring to 


ron 
gsand Aa arin O49 


| noticed in all Koran exegeses whoever be their illustrious authors 


n anic ‘Qiriin' a f 
ih the Kor nd the Biblical Korah' are resisted and 


u 
es 
h 


pth Korah’ in Qardn', had Muslim scholars insightfully explored the 


og?!” ext in respect of 'Qariin', which is ind 


P ani ' 

xe onding : 

ti to the following Koranic facts; 
a 


1) 


we 
CS 


4) 


ependent 
Bible-based narrative, or, most diouetiaoants me 


‘ ally addressed b y 
sin was personaly Sed by Moses’s mesg F ‘ 
a haraoh and Haman, age side by side 


ith P as stated earlier in the onomastic note 
wean with ios latter (q.v.). But, all of the three disbelieved, and 
gariin had to “ apostate. By contrast, the Biblical ‘Korah’ was a 
common Israelite under Moses’s leadership who fled with him from 
pharaoh (Qariin’s protector!) across the sea into the desert of Sinai 
where, afterwards, he had the evil doom of a rebel’s death. 


Unlike Korah who, only in the desert of Sinai, aimed at a certain 
‘share’ in Moses’s authority derived from Moses’s Prophethood which 
Korah never openly denied, Qariin did, from the very beginning, 
deny the Prophet and even the Almighty by whom Moses was 
sent. 

As stated earlier, Qariin oppressed his own people: 


{"Verily, Qariin was of Miisé's (Moses) people, but he behaved 
arrogantly towards them."} [Kor. Al-Qasas (The Narrative): 76] 


Acting on Pharaoh's behalf, i.e. in Egypt, or else, Qariin would not have 
fled with Moses from his own protector. By contrast, Korah couk 
have been such oppressor in the desert of Sinai with Moses at t 

of the Israelitic community in the desert. Moreover, Ko 
was with Moses himself, not with the children of Israel. 


Koranic Qiriin indisputably perished in Egypt, sor 
of the Exodus, and certainly before the drowning 
Haman, as clearly appears from the following Korani 
in perfect chronological order the doom of ce 
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{"And ‘Ad and Tamiid (people)! And indeeg (the; 
tion) is clearly apparent to you from their (ruin : destry. 
ings. Satan made their deeds fair-seeming te me 
turned them away from the (Right) Path, though - ” Ong 
intelligent. And (We destroyed also) Qiriin, Fir'ay, Wer, 
raoh), and Himin. And indeed Miisd (Moses) Cites (P; 
with clear Aydt (proofs, evidences, verses, lessons, si te them 
elations, etc.), but they were arrogant in the land ee. rey. 
could not outstrip Us (escape Our Punishment), So a they 
ished each (of them) for his sins, of them were some pbs in. 
We sent Hasiban (a violent wind with shower of ston Wh, 
the people of Liit (Lot)], and of them were some hae las 
overtaken by As-saihah [torment; awful cry, etc, (a, T. the 
or Shu'aib’s people)], and of them were some whois 
caused the earth to swallow [as Qdriin], and of them We 
some whom We drowned [as the people of Niih (Noah 
Fir’awn (Pharaoh) and his people]. It was not God we 
wronged them, but they wronged themselves}. . 

[Kor. Al-‘Ankabiit (The Spider); 38-49] 


According to the these Koranic Verses, evidently Qariin could p, 
perished before the drowning of Pharaoh and Haman in the Gilead 
unless he himself had perished some time earlier, in Egypt, befor a 

> e e 


Exodus, which occurred certainly ahead of Biblical Korah’s rebellion agai 
Moses in the desert of Sinai. This fact alone is categoric in that these ty 
0 


figures, the Koranic Qariin and the Biblical Korah, who had really existeq 
could absolutely not have been the same person. 

Moreover, the Koranic Qariin was uncommonly rich, a man whose 
of treasures would have overwhelmed a troop of mighty men [Kor, Al-Qa 
sas (The Narrative): 76]. Had Qariin -who is identified with Korah- to 
perish in Sinai, he would have gathered such treasures either in the desert 
of Sinai or in Egypt; but both alternatives are impossible. This is because if 


he gathered them in Egypt, and we know from the Koran that he perished | 
swallowed up by a landslip together with his treasures [Kor. Al-Qasas (The 


if 


then for tri I a 
: add athe cients 


gost and Aaron | 
ould be buried alive therewith that Qarin 351 
, , 
Ai he a flight of the Israelites across the € should have carried tl 


. sea 
jit nsis inconceivable. Even, it jg mae a the desert of Sinai, which 
ty" gesert of Sinai after crossing the conceivable to gather them 


ne! feet ie Sea with Moses thereinto, where 
pe a could literally or lay hands on such treasures, In the Biblical 


or “a concerning him, however, 

art -< his riches, but rather only for hi 
note He dwelt not ina house such 

ae? “reasutes as those of Qariin 


ip 
(08 


Now compare the guilt of Koranic Qariin, the disbeliever [Kor. Al-Qasas 
(rhe Narrative): 82] who did not only resist Moses, but denied his Message, 
ing so far as to deny even the Almighty by Whom Moses was sent [Kor. 
(afer (The Forgiver): 24], with the guilt of the Biblical Korah who claimed 
a share in his Prophet's authority, undenying Moses’s Prophethood in itself, 
or else he would not be sound-minded in arrogating any share therein. 
Compare also Qariin’s punishment, restricted in the Koran to his own 
person, house and treasures, to Korah’s punishment which extended not 
only to himself, his band, their women and children, together with all their 
property, but also hit other 14700 Israelites who happened to murmur 
against Moses and Aaron on account of the death of Korah and his band, let 
alone the gross allegation that the plague would have consumed the whole 
people in a moment but for Aaron who, commanded by Moses, made a 
atonement for them standing between the dead and the living [Num. 
41-48]. Compare and then judge by yourself, which of the two n 
the Koranic or the Biblical, can be deemed credibly Divine. 


BH 
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The story that there was indeed a certain Korah 
quarrel with Moses in the desert of Sinai, is not of Pi ha . 
same is indeed reported in respect of Aaron and ict exc 
sister of Moses, who spoke against him because of the rs ben 
whom Moses had married [Num. XII: 12]. Even Aamaa “hiopian 
admittedly unspoken to by God except through Moses, af Prop t May 
8o far, together with their sister, as to question Moses’s i the Bide 
upon which Miriam was hit with leprosy, while Aaron, tea 
having acted foolishly [Num. XII: 1-15]. . Logica ty 

Op 


What I do reject, however, is that such Korah, supposin 

existed, had been effectively punished for an offense iit he, 
Aaron and Miriam as cited above, with such horrible Divine che to thet 
which the scribe so aggrandized, that the sequels of which as of 
consumed the whole people. What I deem rather plausible ont euld hay 
its purely political aspect, is that Korah’s offense was a rea] ‘ae Unt of 
established authority and, hence, unforgivable. So, Korah and ha ; stan 
to be literally killed and buried, to dissuade any possible future ANd hag 
Then, as a ghost breaking out a float scribal subconsciousnes, UPrisi 
the example of the real ‘Qariin' in Egypt whose density aggrandin © out 
whom the scribe identified with Korah in the desert of Sinai 4 ang 


GHEE 


Notwithstanding the fact that 'Sinaic' Korah was never noted in the Bible 
for having been rich, and although Judeo-Christians, who are the Prisoners 
of their unfounded nonbelief in Koran's Divine Creditability, do not accord 
the possible existence under Pharaoh in Egypt of any such ‘Qariin’, who 
is featured as a man ‘whose keys of treasures would have overwhelmed a 
troop of mighty men’, it is worth notice that all post-Koran Hebrews, wh 
knew of such ‘wealthy Qariin' only from the Koran, still until today use in 
reference to excessive wealthiness the phrase ‘as rich as Korah' (Hebrew: 
‘aSir ke- Q6rah') in contexts where, e.g., a Frenchman would say; ‘riche 
come Crésus’, i.e. as rich as Croesus, the last king of Lydia (560-545 B 


who was noted for this great wealth. m 


For a linguist, this is categoric in that, rightly 
Qariin, as featured in the Koran, ha ; 


Carin O53 


 Sxclading the other one as scribally 

~ Muslim Koran exegetes were all 

a 

vr ‘aca Such gross error identifying the 

gor ated earlier, which are go glaring " ‘ enormous dissimilarities 
r © Immediately exclude such 


on, and notwithstanding the lin 
’ Buistic fact 
yer arabist of all times, as unanimous] Si die aenia hon 


fact, the rule in legitimate Arabicization of forei d 
arabist should know, is; in foreign words com: oy Lye a 
yers® nantal radicals such as q-r-h in the Hebrew 'Q6 iy of aally, anes 
cons tal radicals should be conserved Orah’, (I) all of the three 
consonat "i radicals Could BY OMB a and (II) none of these three 
-onsonant * arin’ for the h'; P ag from Outside the radical triad, such 
«the 7 12 gpg “ Qérah". A rule as simple as that could not 
fs ign ored by the glorious Arabist, ie. the Koran. 
in like manner, there have been, of late, certain impostors of poor 
abic education, who affirm that, behind the Koranic 'Qariin' who stands 
oe ndowed with such enormous treasures whose keys would overwhelm 
4 t00P of mighty men, there appears the ghost of a certain ‘Croesus’, the 
st Kg of Lydia Goalies B.C.) in West Asia Minor, who was noted for his 
gncommon wealthiness. Tempted by such ‘unique’ resemblance between 
the two figures, those impostors of poor Arabic education affirm that the 
Koran, in its highly ornamented narrative concerning 'Qariin’, the quisling 
Israelite in Egypt, ventured to give him the name of that Lydian king, 
‘Croesus’, which was artificially Arabicized into ‘Qari’. Probably unaware 
of the distance in time and place between the West Asia Minor Lydia of 
the 6® century B.C., on the one hand, and the 13% century B.C. Pharaoh's 
Egypt in North-East Africa, on the other hand, they certainly mix up 
‘Croesus’, who was himself a king, with 'Qiariin', who was a disguised p 
in Pharaoh's hands. “a 


But, how could the Koran Arabicize ‘Croesus’ into 'Qariin’, 
once again, the rules of legitimate Arabicization enunciated a 
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It is clear that the first 's' in 'Croesus' is its final thirg Cotes 
How then could such 's' be changed into final 'n' in ‘Qittinter tal 
shrewdest of all Arabists, ought to have said 'Qariis', not Oke “dig 
Such latter identification, i.e. 'Qariin’ through ‘Cro Esta i the 
as the preceding one taking the Koranic 'Qariin' from the ea ; Mag 
is indeed too loose to be worthy of any comment. licay Wray 
SEE ; 


As stated earlier, the non-Arab proper names occur Ting in th 
either original ones, Arabicized, or Arabic translations thereo¢ Koran a 
Being an Israelite according to Koran unambiguous Statement sy, 
was of Moses’s folk."}, Qariin's name in the Koran shoulg be Y Q hn 
original Hebrew name, Arabicized, or an Arabic translation th ied his 
Being nonderivable, however, from any Arabic trilitera] eXcept 
the Arabic QRN, meaning to couple, combine, etc., the name 'Qér: hapg 
built on the 'fa‘til' emphatic agentive model, would Mean, if so derive, d > ag 
such Arabic triliteral QRN, something like ‘the coupler Proper’ ae 
curious for a proper name in any language. Moreover, it is inappr oe 
a possible descriptive of 'Qariin’, who is chiefly featured in the Kot or 
‘gatherer of fortune’. Consequently, the Koranic name 'Qériin’ is of Hebrey 


origin no doubt. 

It has been mentioned earlier that some Hebrews had attempted to 
understand the Koranic name in terms of its Hebrew equivalent in both 
form and sound, i.e. the Hebrew adjective 'Qariin', meaning 'the radiant. 
one’, for which they invented the Arabic epithet 'Al-Anwar', 

But, since the quisling Israelite in Egypt has always been denied mere 
existence by all Judeo-Christian Biblical scholars on the assumption that 


the whole story about the Koranic ‘Qariin' was a purely Koranic invention, 
then those who ‘deny’ Qiariin should not be admitted to interfere with 


explaining the name. For, only the Koran, the author of its own narrative, 


should be exclusively entitled to such onomastic explanation. 


Indeed, the Koran explains such name with match 
eloquence: Qariin features in the Koran a man endo 


all # “er Id overwhe whe Me 
V ereof wou Im 
ost wr be Narrative): 76], Le, the pe > laden ub * ra 
‘ av nich combines splendour, glory, greatness and aiden is 
‘sit pon din the Hebrew triliteral YQR, from which it is legitimate, 
LNA geeny po Son 
ee ie eee ae 
io as been Arabicized into the Koranic 'Qariin’, substituting ‘f’ for 
on spe latter is lacked in Arabic phonology. 
5 «the Glorious Koran's marvellous explanation 
sot arin which is unattainable for wy los eral Hebrew pre 
ro ofied be He, the Revealer of the Koran! 
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fa 


Ue 


(1) See, under YQR, 'Hammelén hehadaé Latanak’, op. cit. 
(2) Although unfound in Biblical Hebrew. 


re 


peen 4 certain man named Misraym’, who is to be held forefath f all 

tians concerned. In some Cases, of which Egypt's Heb er 0 an 
sraym' is a Aree example, the name of noel gs A 
en inappropriate as a personal name; but 
piblical scribes, who systematically’ lack consistency in their narrative 
if coherence was the last of their concerns, 


such genealogical conception of Geography, which is the characteristic 
of Hebrew tribalism, demands, of course, 
history-based genealogical knowledge. Yet, 
scribe of the Genesis, who was remarkably capable of naming his fathers, 
one by one, back to the first man, Adam. In his self-assigned task of writing 
an exhaustive history of immemorial times, such as drawing up a complete 
genealogical chart of the first generations of mankind, such scribe had a 
terrible need for ‘personal names’ as many as enough to call every 
and every woman on all possibly imagined ramifications of Ac 
his or her own personal appellative. To fill the unbridge 


Miracle in the Koran 
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to reduce human history beginning with Adam through 
appearance of man on earth down to some 376] years befos ) ey 
is quite understandable, and (II) narrowing the Benealogi.“ eta, nN 
the first man, Adam, and Adam II, i.e. Noah, to only nine cua Bap Mis 

aham; howeye, “et 


and so, curious as it is, between Noah and Abr: 
appellatives still was enormous. Of course he could tap on hi rt eh 
Is j “tg, 


which he remarkably did, indeed, but he could NOt resist th 
of a source ready-at-hand: 'Gentilics’, i.e. gentile noun or é be tema 
tribes, nationalities or countries, available in his time, which “Signatiy Oy 

Cun, 1S op 


as originally patronymics. He could, for example, take th de, 
g YF y' : : e Word 7 ony 

for 'son of Canaan’, where the ‘man’ Canaan should be traced } g ’ 

and be found son of Ham son of Noah [Gen. IX: 18]. ack ton, te 


As expected of a gentilist proper, the scribe of the Genesig 
temperament a thoroughgoing believer in the adage: Like father 1 alto by 
In reducing gentilics into patronymics, he used the gentile noun g «Sony 
descriptive of some land or region as a personal name as if Ps inaly 
of qualities inherent -in his own subjective judgment- re hem ie 
concerned. Among motives behind such judgment, of course, People 
bias, fanaticism for or against certain tribe and also Politica] interegy 
not lacking. Here and there he could weave a tale or invent an incidens 
support his view or justify Hebrew arrogations. For example, concg “eta 
the Moabites, the traditional enemies of the Israelites, he contemptyy. 
analyzed the name in terms of their presumed forefather, ‘Moab’, wha 
he understood 'Mo + Ab’, as meaning in Hebrew ‘water of the father’ 4 
euphemism for ‘sperm of the father’, insinuating that the man "Moat 
was born to his mother incestuously through her own father. Of course 
he could find another interpretation for the phrase ‘sperm of the father, 
such as, for example, ‘patrilineally related’, or even directly explain it from 
the Hebrew triliteral Y’B in the present participle Hophal form ‘m ab’, 
which decently would mean ‘desired’ or ‘longed it the rea, 
awkward Onomastics were to di 
incident related in [Gen. XIX:: 
intoxicated by his unique two 
fornicate with them separa 
elder one bore a son whom 


g 


| 


d Aaron 


Fy W359 


is of a God's Prophet such as 
m the ‘Sodomites’, 


, Moses a 
yt! 
5 experience! Blasphemous ag jt 


pe os 
igh , ith testifies indeed to the fact that the unh 


4 othind: 


a ne man father’ 
oft ‘ sresumed forefather’s name, 


oft aly. the mean-one’, in order to 


iC 
(oP 4 Canaan, or the land of Canaan (Hebrew: ‘Bres-Kena‘an’) is originally 


omastics in regard to the Canaanites, he narrated in [Gen. IX: 20-27] 

one 4aY Noah wae drunken in his tent where his son Ham found him 

acovered and saw his nakedness, whereupon he told his brothers standing 
outside, Shem and Japheth, thereof. Then Shem, the ultimate forefather of 

'semites’ and Japhethnilie pltinaate forefather of the Indo-Europeans’, 
‘i politely as expected of decent people, went in with their faces turned 
packward and covered their father’s nakedness with a garment. So, unlike 
iheir YOuNBEE brother, Ham, they did not see Noah's nakedness. Awake 
fom his wine, Noah knew of what had been done to him by his younger 
gon Ham, who did not bother to cover his father’s nakedness, and by Shem 
and Japheth, who decorously enough covered their father’s nakedness 
with their faces turned backward. As expected, he was wroth of Ham, but, 
strangely enough, he poured his wrath instead on Canaan, Ham's son, 
whom he cursed: Cursed be Canaan, a servant of servants shall he be unto 
his brethren; but ‘Blessed be the Lord God of Shem; and Canaan shall be 
his servant’ etc. Was it a slip of the tongue, uttering ‘Canaan’ for Ham, that 
the hasty scribe ran out of context? No bother; the essential for the scribe 
was to curse Canaan and declare him by Noah himself, servant to Shem, 
implying of course that the Canaanites are Biblically decreed to ‘serve’ the 
Semites who are understood to be the Hebrews. a 


The names of Noah's three sons; Shem, Japheth and Ham, fathers 
nations of the earth after the flood, are not haphazardly coined. Shen 
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course, 


was the most honoured, sin 
him; 


ce the Hebrews were 
80 his name means ‘fame’, 'ren 


' descen, 
Own, etc. Next to him Wa 
of all three sons, Japheth, whose name i 


fr, 
§ the Om 
8 explained Y 
blessings: ’ ada him 


{"God shall enlarge Japheth."} (Gen. 1x. 27) 
ah, Ham, his name Means 'the hoy 

allusion to darkskinnedness, since from him shall descend the dar in 
nations including, of course, the Egyptians, through Mizraim, i¢.' *kinneg 
son of Ham, as well as the Canaanites, thro 
who were not at all dark-skinned, but just b 


As for the second son of No 


ecause their Presumed f 
had to earn Noah's curse through Ham; otherwise, Canaan w, at 
conveniently count among Shem’s or even Japheth’s descendants, se 


Such self-serving confused et © sctib 
the Genesis ought indeed to be completely rejected as imag; Ka. 
undocumented. This would have seriously discredited the whol 


the Genesis, which is unwarrantedly held to be the first book 
Pentateuch. 


hnicity as displayed by th 


© book of 
Of Moseg 


It is on account of such presumed scribal unimpeachability, however 
that Egypt’s Hebrew name ‘Misraym' has been mistaken by believers for 


a personal name designating the man ‘Misraym', who is held to be the 
forefather of the Egyptians. 


In the same line of thought, Koran exegetes, whose Islam enjoined to 
believe in what God revealed to the Prophet Moses, could but insist until 
the publication of the present work, that Egypt’s Arabic name ‘Misr’ was 
a loan-word that has been Arabicized from the Hebrew ‘Misraym' whom 
they thought, oddly enough, first king of Egypt. 


Moreover, former Koran exegetes, who were unacquainted with the 
Hebrew language, could not analyze the name 'Misraym' retracing it back 
to its Semitic triliteral MSR, which is identical to its Arabic equivalent. 
Had they been capable of such etymology, they would have been able to 
conclude that 'Misr' was not a loan-word Arabicized 
‘Misraym’; rather, it is an originally Arabic word 
terms of the Arabic language, the womb Tor 


sh is) 


from the febr Wo , 


nd Aaron 
\ Moses a 


Egypt I vi 
ye spoken in the whole 
te oo inh pssinwal om th a of human 
if! 
nis oie 
|... Hebrew 'Misraym’ is the dual fo 
ait of the Arabic ‘Migr derived aa aie, ne 
meaning to shut in, limit or border. Hence, the ve wr 
aa y means a ‘limit’, borderline’ or ‘barrier’ ; : 
iter uivalent Hebrew ‘Meser') jg rarely use 
a {', but it is dualized into the Hebrew 
for ‘qwo-barriers’. It is a very funny personal 
am agined by the Biblical scribe, 
as} 
son of 
ft should be noted, however, that from the Arabic triliteral 'MSR’, no verb 
noun is used in the Mi Koran, except for Egypt's Arabic name ‘Misr’, 
ve the barrier’ or ‘borderline’, which is used as a proper name of a particular 
yntry: AS to the common name ‘mist’, which is used only since the early 
gt Koranic period to beste? provinces or regions® into which the Muslim 
ire, ever growing since ae first Caliphate, had to be divided, under the 
supreme authority of Be caliph, in like manner as former exarchates in the 
pyzantine empire, duly ‘demarcated’ the one from the other, such use is 
foreign to the Koran language. Pre-Koranic Arabs, it is true, almost only used 
the triliteral MSR with the notion ‘shut-in’, apparent in the Arabic 'miser’, for 
example, referring to a ‘she-camel difficult to milk’, etc., 


'Meser’, the 
itic triliteral 
noun ‘misr' 
Separating, e.g., two lands. 
d in the singular as a name 
‘Misraym'®, which literally 
name of the man ‘Misraym’ 


who ‘appointed’ Mi 
Noah, as the forefather of the Egyptians, israym, son of Ham, 


But, why such Semitic name (Arabic 'Misr' and Hebrew 'Misraym') was 
chosen for designating ‘Egypt’ by neighbours situated off Egypt’s eastern 


| (1) Also Hebrew 'Masér' in the passive sense, literally, 'bordered’, ‘fortified’, etc. 

(2) See, under Hebrew triliteral MSR, The Analytical Hebrew & Chaldee Lexicon, op. cit., 
p.510. 
(3) Also, by extension, the capital thereof. 

(4) It was such restricted pre-Koranic use of the Arabic MSR that impeded, in my own 
opinion, former Koran exegetes, followed by all Arabists until the publication of the 
present work, from suggesting the Arabity of the Koranic 'Misr’. Accordingly, its non- 
Arabity was easier for them than to imagine a country-name derived from the Arabic 
MSR. ? 


—— 
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border? In what sense did such Semitic name, ‘barrier! 
‘Egypt’ in those neighbours’ view? 


°F 'borg 


Many ages ago, Egypt inspired awe in the hearts of nei 

who learned from experience that any ambitious adventups all, 
even imagine to cross the 'Border' was immediately Pusheg "ho aN 
broken neck. For them, Egypt was so impenetrable that the Ack wig, 
name it 'the barrier’ or ‘the borderline’. As we know, Proper oulg i 
given, are thenceforth imprescriptible. It is true that ancient ri €, oo 
several ups and downs in certain periods of its long history, am "knew 
way under the pressure of invaders from the East, such as the iT 
the Persians, but the ‘giant’ was always feared to absorb the shock t 98 any 
up again on his feet, which Egypt often did. and Stang 


As to the reasons of the Hebrews for dualizing the singular 
‘Meser', which is the identical equivalent of the Arabic 'Misr' r- ate 
Hebrew 'Misraym', i.e. ‘two barriers’, such dualization may be exp| 7e dual 
being (I) an emphatic, ie. dualis excellentiae, akin to the Hebrew wnt 
the plural 'Elohim' in designating the One True God, always with i. of 
verb, so as to mean 'God Proper’ expressing eminence. In like manne i 
Hebrew dual 'Misraym' is always used with a singular verb, so as to a 
‘double-barrier' or 'the barrier proper' (II) an imitation of the Old Boyny: 
‘Tawi’ (the dual of Old Egyptian "Ta'), which is one of Egypt's Hieroglyphic 


names, as we soon shall see, similarly used with a singular verb, 


In the margin of the present onomastic note, I deem not irrelevant tp 
discuss also the European name ‘Egypt’, which is unanimously agreed tg 
be coined after the Greek ‘Aigyptos’, although disagreed worldwide about 
the latter’s correct etymology. Such universal disagreement among scholars 
about the correct etymology of the Greek 'Aigyptos' stems indeed from 
the fact that no one scholar has hitherto imagined the possibility that the 
Greek 'Aigyptos' could well be a "Translation’, not a 'Graecization’, of one 
of Egypt's Hieroglyphic names, Some, indeed, proposec 
'GBTIW' (Arabic ‘Qift’), an Ol 
perhaps on the assumption | 
nearest one to the Old Eg 
the Greek ‘Aigyptos'. : ‘t i 


and Aaron 


, Mose 
ox vefore the birth Of the Coptic lngugg satin: 
(FO abt 8 corruption of the Greek ' a the Coptic 'Geputo' 
0 the fact that a town in Upper ’, but not vice versa; 


» 1 

é aon has nothing special go ag unio Such as 'Qift’ (Old Egyptian 

gf A “phebes’ or Memphis’ would € of entire Egypt. 
ue? rs also proposed for the 

Aero, Othe the Old Egyptian "Te-Peib’, which 


pses 
f (the god) Ptah’ 
ae ihe land © ’ 4 Poetic name of Egypt Egyptian, 
oe ig ever less plausible. Why should the Greek coin ees sts! 
e , poetic name rather than from 8 name = - alone 
fo” that the Greek Aigyptos' is unrecognizable ta the Ol ode 
ihe oxi’ than itis in the Old Egyptian 'GBTrw: 3 
pe erth 18 that the Greek ‘Aigyptog ig g direct Greek translation of 
on 0 
a proper sige Old Egyptian. Such name was: 'Ta-meri’, where "Ta’ 
nan and i means ‘beloved’, i.e. (O.E.) "Ta-meri' literally means: 
Fy ad-Land’, oF Land-Beloved', which would be in Greek: ‘Cp Agapytil 


ppelov 
is the equivalent of the 


x00 unced as: 'Ye-Agapytos’)®), where the first part 
a ash ‘and’, iia the second pax ‘Agapytos' stands for the English ‘beloved. 
othing simpler indeed than to imagine ‘Aigyptos' developed, by contraction 
and metathesis, from 'Gy-Agapytos' (pronounced as: 'Ye-Agapytos')®. 
qhis contribution of mine would, I hope, put an end toa long-standing, 
pitherto unresolved problematic among scholars concerning the far origins 
ofthe European name Egypt’. 


GE 
since Egypt's Arabic name (Koranic 'Misr)' is a purely Arabic word 
meaning ‘barrier’ or ‘borderline’, as stated earlier, then according to our 


methodology adopted in the present research, the Koran does not need to 
give any onomastic explanation thereof. 


(1) See, A. Gardiner, EGYPTIAN GRAMMAR, op. cit., p.5, footnote No 3. 

(2) When occurring initial before the vowels 'e’, ‘i’ and ‘y’, the Greek letter * 
sound of the initial English ‘y’ occurring, e.g., in English ‘yellow’. 

(3) The final 's' in both the Greek 'Aigyptos' (pro. 'Egyptos') and 'Gy- 
Agapytos’), is not radical; rather, it is the sign of the nominative 
appended. 
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Yet, as a decisive evidence of Koran Divine Che 

Knowing gives as early as the outset of the 7 centur me. ility, th 

Old Egyptian name was by all means humanly ae » When, e Al, 
contemporary Egyptians themselves, the ‘generic! bakyeees e, "aye 
Egyptian, which is persistently present in all its three Olay 
of Egypt, hitherto attested: (1) 'Tawi', i.e. ‘Two-Lands' (1 8YPtian ld 
‘Beloved-Land', and (III) 'Ta-kemt'’, i.e. ‘Black-Land’, substi ) Tames 
Koranic contexts, the name ‘Land’ for Egypt's Arabic ria 8 in sey ; 
the most flagrant is the following: Misr’, Fh 


aD 
J 
a 


Concerning Joseph's story in Egypt, which we summar; 
onomastic note on Joseph (q.v.), the Koran Narrates that tia of 
interpreted the king’s dream about the seven cows ang Re: Shrew, 
of corn, and obtained acquittal from the calumnious char. Seven 
harassment upon the person of his infatuated Mistress, Joseph if Sexya) 
received by the Egyptian monarch who, upon talking with him hes to be 
to realize any wish Joseph would ask, in token of the king’s ane aa ry 
as a compensation for the wrong previously done to Joseph, The ra 


words are as follows: 


{"And the king said: ‘Bring him (Joseph) to me that | may 

attach him to my person? Then, when he spoke to him, he (The 

king) said: Verily, this day, you are with us high in rank and 
fully trusted. He (, Joseph) said: ‘Set me over the storehouses 

of the land (Ar. ‘Al-Ard’); I will indeed guard them with full 
knowledge. Thus did We give full authority to Yiisof (Joseph) 

in the land (Ar. 'Al-Ard’), to take possession therein, as when 
or where he likes. We bestow of Our Mercy on whom We please, — : 
and We make not to be lost the reward of the g00d-doers,”} - 


The Arabic 'Al-Ard' (English 'Land’), which urs: 
three Koranic Verses, is undoubtedly a direct hint t 
three names: 'Tawi' (two-lands), 'Ta- . '@ 
(black-land). Substituting ‘Egypt' for 'the La 
should understand: (I) 'Put me over the trea 


Moses and Aaron 
V 


a nt Joseph power in Egypt’, as a 
di the c result 
wee aasuret of the country; 


Egypt ‘| 365 


of having been appointed 


after so 
‘ man ea j 
he now had such free ss senor) years of oppression and 
in 


8 omen ire E 

ing aren ohetaventa Sinasart entire Egypt as to choose 
in their time b i ‘ 

indered Y universal total ignorance of Old Egyptian 


d history, and lacking, j 

age an 8, indeed until icati 

08” ‘ work, the theory of a possible onom ; ia in 

pee” Divert tinve bbeniteria astic Miracle in the Koran 

/ kin ae ying to prove all along the present research 

mer Koran scho. a have understood the phrase ‘treasuries of ee 
we meaning something like 'storehouses of corn’, through ivi 
4 : ; " , gh conceivin 

of | sures in terms of ‘safes’, and of 'Land' in terms of Heal ecier 

arvest terribly needed to be stored during the 'seven green years’ os 

-ribution during the next seven 'thin' ones. In terms of Arabic Semantics 
j ion was awk 

ch ae bce ward, but they naturally could not do better. 
EA secon 7 i i 

; Land in : . id { Uitas did We give full authority to Yiisof 

joseph) in the sid (Ar. ‘Al-Ard’), to take possession therein, as when 

onwhere he likes.”}, is more revealing, however, that the 'Land' spoken of 


is 00 other than a proper name of a certain place, unless we take ‘land’ 


gu 


fot ‘country’ > which, irreproachable in English, is absolutely impossible in 
terms of the Arabic language. This is because, literally speaking, the Arabic 
is)-Ard' equals only three possible English equivalents: (I) Land, (II) Earth 
and (I) Ground, no more no less. 


Jn another Koranic Verses, relating to Pharaoh, we have the following 


Koranic statement: 
{"Verily, Fir'awn (Pharaoh) exalted himself in the land (Ar. 
'AL-Ard’) and made its people sects, weakening ( oppressing) a 
group (i.e. Children of Israel) among them, killing their sons, 
_ and letting their females live. Verily, he was of the Mufsidiin 
(ie. those who commit great sins and crimes, oppressors, 
tyrants, etc.).”} [Kor. Al-Qasas (The Narrative): 4] 


Here, the reference to the ‘Land’ and ‘its people’ leaves no doubt that 
_the spoken of in this Koranic Verse is a determinate place, namely, Egypt, 
se people were divided into castes by Pharaoh, etc., not ‘the land’ in 


the Onomastic Miracle n the Koran 


366 
the whole earth, and the whole world Popitlatig, 


the absolute, ie. 
—enaennate : d' in too many other K 

‘Egypt’ is also core, tart rane Othe Battlements) ies Vetseg 4 
which, for example: [Kor. hy. 80, Kor. ALEsra (The in. Kor, tn 
(Jonah): 78, Kor. Yiisof (Joseph 2 OUs oe ee ight Fat , 
een Ala (re nianraS) > oe eons ig. (The Forgiy, 
et 29], which our reader is requested to ep ote in his ‘Koran, 
due attention to the fact that some English Seuaations unknowin Bo. 
the publication of the present work, that Koranic Al- Ard in refer, ‘ 
‘Egypt is indeed Egypt's ancient proper pase in Ol Egyptian, may hes, " 
between the English ‘Land’ and the English ‘Earth’. ate 
an expressly states that the Koranic ‘Aves 
means precisely Egypt’ by name, in the following Koranic Verses, w, 4 
the Arabic 'Al-Ard’ is unambiguously confronted with Egypt ( Atti, i 
sr’) so as to onomastically explain in terms of Old Egyptian the bites 
the former, ie. "The Land’. In reprimanding the Jews of Yathrib for ids 
reluctance to believe in the seal of God's Prophets and Messengers, Prophe 
Mohammad (PBUH), whose advent Moses’s Torah had predicted (Deut 
XVIII: 15], the Koran reminds them of their fathers who often resiste ‘ 


hig, 


1:26 
Ving 


Yet, the miraculous Kor 


Moses in the desert: 
{"And (remember) when you said, ‘O Miisé (Moses)! We cannot 
endure one kind of food. So invoke your Lord for us to bring 
forth for us of what the earth grows, its herbs, its cucumbers, 
its Fiim (wheat or garlic), its lentils and its onions. He said, 
‘Would you exchange that which is better for that which is 
lower? Go you down to Egypt (Arabic: 'Misr’) and you shall 

find what you want..."} [Kor. Al-Bagarah (The Cow): 61] 

That is, if you really crave to eat of that which Egypt grows, then go back 
to Egypt, to slavery and oppression wherefrom you have just fled, and let 
the Egyptians get their revenge! 

_ But the children of Israel, of course, did not. The fugitive community 
le desert of Sinai were not capable of such suicidal performance. They 
understood from Moses'’s reply that he would not pray the Lord 
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at the desert bring forth such food which they were accustomed 
he™ yelish in Egypt, from whose Pharaoh they would not have been 


ce = j 
(cating from the Divine Gift of manna and quails, preferring to it 
er? food. Moses reply was a sheer irony. Indeed, the Israelites never 
rt of Sinai, either to Egypt or to any other country, except for 
eft forty years after the Exodus, next to Moses’s death in Sinai. 

gst sett 

i was Koran miraculous onomastic translation of Egypt’s name in 
€ ian: Al-Ard, ie. ‘the Land’, for Old Egyptian "Tawi' (the two- 
od rT4-meri’ (land beloved) and "Ta-kemt' (black-land), the shrewdest 
; . , Onomastics dealt with in the present research. 
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XXXVI. Mount Sinai 


(Kor. "Tiir-Sayna”) 

ginai (Hebrew ‘Sinay’ and Koranic 'Sayna") occurs only twice in the 
Glorious Koran, always in genitival construction with the Arabic 'Tar' 
which means ‘mountain’ in both the Arabic and the Aramaic, and which is 
the equivalent of the Hebrew ‘har’. Such genitival construction means that 
the Koran speaks of a certain 'mount', named ‘Sinai, that is, Mount Sinai, 
and not of Sinai Peninsula, the large desert to the farthest North-East of 
Egypt, bordering on Palestine. This Peninsula was named after the holy 
Mount, where Moses was directly spoken to by God Himself, and on which 


Moses is reputed to have received the original of the holy Torah inscribed 
by God’s Own Hands on the holy tablets. 


Remaining until today unidentified within the peninsula, which is an 
Egyptian territory from very old times, the holy Mount, no doubt, should 
have been there all right; otherwise, the whole peninsula would not have 
been named after the holy Mount: Sinai Peninsula. 


Being on Egyptian territory speaking Old Egyptian in the time of Moses, 
such holy Mount should have owed its name 'Sinai’ to the Old Egyptians 
themselves. I mean, the name ‘Sinai’ should have been couched in the Old 
ian language, since the Mount could not have remained nameless 


ees ptized by Moses, or by scribes relating, from memory, Moses's 
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Yet while the miraculous Koran explains the nam. tas 
“ho: Sina: . 
Old Egyptian, as we soon shall see, matical Hebrew lexico,. in te, 
otherwise. They unwarrantedly take ‘Sinai’ for an original] Brahe, ¥ 
to be explained in terms of the Hebrew language, jp oles Hebre, Mee 
are going to prove, which states that there is no Hebrew hg the et 
1 tera] We 

9 


from which such ‘Sinay’ could be legitimately deriy, d 
ed, Yet, ung. 


circumstances, they could not do better“. “ 
Tt the 
SOE HE 


On the legitimate etymology of the Biblical ‘Sinay’ Bibl 
lexicographers hesitate indeed between the following Possible bre, 
1) It is derived from the Biblical ‘Sene' (pronounceg i Poth, 
‘Séné’), the unidentified holy ‘bush' which Moses say | "ne 
unconsumed, and out of whose midst God called unto i: but 
II: 2-4]. OSes [hy 
2) Itis derived from the Biblical 'Sin’, the second station of ¢p, bh 
in the desert, next to ‘Elim’ [Ex. XVI: 1]. Unlike ‘Sin’, 4 dieu ae 
commentators situate westward of the holy Mount towards Which 
3) 'Rlim' : the Gulf 
of Suez, ‘Elim’ was endowed with twelve water-wells ang Be 
palm-trees [Ex. XV: 27]. Hence, it was given the Hebrew name Ap 
which literally means ‘noble-trees'. 
By its form, Sinai, the Hebrew ‘Sinay’ with the ending '-ay’ denoting 
origin or location, is in both derivations a mountain so named after the 
place where it stood, i.e. either the mount of the 'Sene’ bush or the mount 
growing the 'Sene’ bush, on the one hand, or the mount in or around the 


desert ‘Sin’, on the other. 


Attempting to ‘understand’ the original Hebrew meaning of both ‘Sene 
and ‘Sin’, against the fact that neither the former nor the latter is recognizable 


(1) Owing to total ignorance of Old Egyptian by scribes compiling their work from 
(2) English translations of the Hebrew Bible write simply ‘the bush’; French translations 
_ ‘buisson depines’, ie. thorny bush’, unidentified. 

(3) See, under ‘sin’, The Analytical Hebrew & Chaldee lexicon, op. cit., p-575. 


and Aaron 
ynent 
Hebrew root, Biblical Hebrew lexi 


o yosed 
p?™ (je.'Sene) is mot from the ‘hypothetical’ unused SNA, meaning 
to prick or be Orny, 80 a8 to infer therefrom that ‘Sene’ means 4 
OP ot horny-bush enna leads to the common understanding of 
sas the jpeepbetey-bunli - However, this is bad; first, because ‘hatred’ 
| to a with being thorny or picking. Second, because Hebrew 
pss ¢ the triliteral SKK, gg means to prick, from which the Hebrew 
mm eaning a pny wae ng yy derived. Third, because ‘inventing’ the 
ter SNA, which 18 can ean by initial 'samek' so as to be identical with 
initial 'S sound in both 'Sene' and 'Sinay’, is incompatible with the fact 
vr the Hebrew Pipette the homonymous SNA, meaning to hate, written 
ih the nitial ae not ee This means that ‘inventing’ another SNA 
with initial ‘samek’), oe is identically uttered but differently written, is 
| ious unconvincing approach. As to the latter, ‘Sin’, they alleged 
eat Biblical the ‘Sin’ is a borrowing from the Aramaic, meaning ‘mud’, 
pie ‘clay’, etc., akin to Aramaic 'tin', which is identical in the Arabic. 
yet, one should wonder (I) Why precisely such a name conveying such a 
potion 'muddiness' which is totally extraneous to the nature of the place 
ig scribally defined as desertic [Ex. XVI: 4]? (II) Why had the Hebrews to 
orrow from the Aramaeans to name a place on Egyptian territory as if the 
- Hebrew language did not possess an originally Hebrew word in the same 
sense, such as the Hebrew 'refes' for example? and (III) If there were need 
- toborrow, why precisely from the Aramaeans and not from the Egyptians 
_ themselves, owners of the place, whose Old Egyptian vernacular was 
ready possessing, amazing enough, the same word ‘Sin’, with precisely 


Mount Sinai i a71 
cographers"” alleged that the 


_ But Old Egyptian at the time when such Biblical exegeses were compiled, 
was humanly unknowable. So, Hebrews had to tap into their own sources. 
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sound and vice versa, Hebrews, from the very beginning . 
foreign 'Sene' as legitimate substitute for ‘sene' which j, “a hough, . 
from the originally Hebrew SNN, equivalent of the Atetione' den! the 
to sharpen, etc.. This readily recalling 'thorniness' which, ms NN, me, by 
the image of a thorny plant. Since thorny plants are Seca, con 
or shrubs, then ‘Sene' was necessarily a ‘bush’, not a ledger Py na 
remained beyond human reach, since the scribe did Fis Bice 0 cif, ‘ 
name of the plant concerned, leaving enough room fo; ‘ the» it 
was the most commonly spread, 'the raspberry-bush' (Hebrew.0 i, 
qadiis') mentioned, for example, by the 'New Bible-Dictionary; te ah Peta 
Hehadaé Latanak'”, which was, probably, inspired by the' flery aMMmel5, 
of the raspberry-bush fruit assimilated to the ‘unconsuming’ “Alou 
attracted Moses’ attention to the place from which Gog add Which 
But this is obviously unbinding on any scholar. Thus, 'Sene' is by a him, 
a non-Hebrew ‘proper name coined by the scribe of the Exodus to Means 
holy shrub or even a tree' unknown to Hebrews of his own time; od lea 
he would have used ‘petel’, which literally means, ‘Taspberry’, later ‘ie 
by the Jews of the Diaspora, and introduced in Modern Hebrew ay 
the name 'Petel’, not 'Sene’, a purely ‘Biblical’ word, which is meaniete 
in the ‘Biblical’ Hebrew. Yes. Both the Biblical 'Sin' and the Biblical Se 


were precisely ‘vague’ proper names, which were then meaningless to th 
Hebrew scribe of the Exodus. f 
These two proper names were indeed Old Egyptian words locating the 
place of the Holy Mount, lightly difformed by the scribe in question, after 
a non-identified 'tree' miraculously growing at the foot of a mount lying in 
the wilderness of the desert. 
EGE 


The place where the 'Mount' stood was already ‘hallowed! even before 
Moses. This is clear from both the Bible and the Koran. In the Bible we 


read; 


t" Moses said, I will now turn aside, and see this great 
PL y the bush is 1 ot burnt. And when the Lord saw that he 


ALE OUST 
He 
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and Aaron 
aside to see, God called unto Moses out of the midst of 


wee and said, Moses, Moses. And he (Moses) said: Here 
the I And He (God) said: Draw not nigh hither; put off thy 
ae from off thy feet, for the place whereon thou standest is 

und."} (Ex. IMI: 3-5) 


ar context, the Koran states it even clearer: 


, il 

asim 
= wand has there come to you (O Mohammad) the story of 
f Cod (Moses)? When he saw a fire, he said to his family: 
y Verily, I have seen a fire, perhaps I can bring you some 


wait! 
ing brand therefrom, or find some guidance at the fire. 


when he came to it (the fire), he was called by name: ‘O 
Misti (Moses). Verily! Iam your Lord! So take off your shoes, 
ware in the sacred valley, Towa."} [Kor. Ta-Ha: 9-12] 


Koran exegetes, however, who did not recognized in the Koranic 
'q proper name of a place, tended to understand such Koranic "Tuwa’ 
er in terms of the Arabic triliteral TWY, meaning to fold, adverbially 

“aq jn the verbal noun model, 'fo'al', so as to mean 'in the place two- 
poly’ or in ‘the place twice hallowed’, not in a place named "Tuwa’. 

ay all cases, however, the Koranic sentence clearly means that the place 
~ oncerned was previously hallowed at least once prior to Moses’s Divine 
Message in Egypt, at a time even preceding recorded history when the 
cevptians before degenerating into stupid idolatrous paganism, often the 
q ‘illegitimate offspring of monotheism, were worshippers of the One True 


( A Otherwise, the God of Moses would not have recognized holiness 
where on Egyptian territory, such as the place around the holy Mount, 
e Moses was attracted by the holy fire from the midst of a magnificent 
which was miraculously standing in a plain desert such as desert Sin. 
ed that the holy Mount gave its name to the whole area where Moses 
unto by God, then we should admiringly know that the general word 
nt’ in Old Egyptian is ‘dw’, uncertainly uttered, but duly vocalized 
aecized Coptic script "Toou', nearest to the Koranic "Tuwa’ which is 
ced by the Koran as a proper name for the sacred place which ancient 
ans, indeed very ancient Egyptians, would have already sacralized in 


y of a similar event. 


4 
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The fact, however, that ancient Egyptians were essent; 
may be ascertained by a judicious analysis of the Ojg Saye.” MONG 
the name of their supreme deity at the top of their Posterioy 72D Wor, , hein, 
means literally 'the hidden-one’, from Old Egyptian tri li ieee m 
op 


to hide (oneself), etc.; such 'Hidden-One' is no other than the Mean, 
of monotheists, Who is can never be contained or imprisoned i 
or image, be it animate or inanimate, or in any single natural 4 in any fy 
the sun, the moon, wind, rain, etc., and Who has been later te Orce mh 
‘petty gods’, which, in the tradition of the priestly career, had te a 
in order to make room for all ambitious aspirers, for, as 4 ry A Mult; 
be as many gods as there could be priesthoods, and each ae tia shoulg 
have its own particular deity, which is duly distinguishable from a had t, 
For any such priesthood to flourish, be feared, awed and venerated , others 
singularized should represent one natural powerful force, but tS deity 

in a certain physical image, which can be easily recognizable by the lized 

Unifying all petty gods in one all-powerful ‘hidden’ deity would be in 

multiple beneficiaries, inevitably ending on futile quarrels among a to 
where adopting the good old principle of power-sharing would ‘ie ane 
policy. Hence, Priesthood is the legitimate father of Polytheism, which city 


room for all priesthoods concerned to share in the cake. 
Anyhow, from the same Egyptian triliteral MN, Old Egyptians derive 

their word for ‘west’, and ‘western’, i.e. ‘imnt' and ‘imnty’, Tespectively, as if 

by reference to the sun disappearing at night in the western horizon. This 
is why they came later to identify 'Re“, the sun-god, in ‘Amon’, the hidden- 
one, by the combination 'Amon-Re“, their most supreme deity. Unlike 
us, the "West' for them was not to the left of the person facing the North, 
but rather to the right of the person facing the South, i.e. towards "Thebes 
in Southern Egypt, the traditional centre of Amon’s worship, or perhaps 
towards the geographical centre of the earth, as Mecca is faced in prayers 
by Egyptian Muslims. So, ‘western’ and 'right' were one and the same word 
in Old Egyptian, 'imnt' and ‘imnty’. In like manner, the Old Egyptian ‘abt, 
i.e. ‘east'w, was also expressed both ‘East' and ‘left’ all alike. 

Marvellous as it is, indeed, the miraculous Koran terms the ‘holy Moun" 

as being the right-one and the western-one in two respective places [Ko" 


| 


= “a 

and Aare m Mount Sinai & 375 
a” Kor. Gifer (The RB, ‘ 
# .. go) and l ‘ (The Forgiver): 44], as if translating Old 


] 
He, ‘humanly unkn i 
goign smn aaa nanowable in its time, and as if the holy Motint 
ce ribed to person, metaphorically the 'West' or the 'Right’. 
ys \ 


GeO 


to Biblical ‘Sene’, which is too much doubted to be of Old Egyptian 
we should paris know that the general word for a ‘tree 
4 entified is in Old Egyptian script 'gn' (pronounce: 'gen’), and to say in 
yo tian ‘the Mount of the tree' or 'the arbored Mount' one would say 
tian ‘dw Seni’, where 'geni' is the nearest to the Biblical ‘Sene’ 
pounce as if Boenet ‘Séné’), which was Arabicized into the Koranic 
j”. But, to say the Mount with the tree’ or ‘the Mount that there is 
' one would say in Old Egyptian ‘dw Sen-n' (pronounce: 'gen-in’), 


Le nis not spoken of in the Bible, 
Marvellous as it is, however, the Koran, mentioning Sinai only twice, 
ites it once ‘Sayna", which is very near to the worldly known name. Yet, 

the other once, the Koran writes 'Sinin’, nearest to the other Old Egyptian 


td 
rf old FgyP 


form %en-n', pronounced 'gen-in’, 
all being considered, it was 'the Tree’ all right that 'l' the Mount and not 
the contrary. It was ‘the Tree’ all right that gave its name ‘unidentified’ to 
the Mount and to the near-by area: 'Sin' and 'Sene’. 
p88 oF 


The two places in the Koran mentioning Sinai and explaining the name 


by onomastic Synonymy are the following: 
{"And We sent down from the sky water (rain) in (due) measure, 
and We gave it lodging in the earth, and verily, We are Able to 
take it away. Then We brought forth for you therewith gardens 
of date-palms and grapes, wherein is much fruit for you, and 

_ whereof you eat. And a tree that springs forth from Mount 

_ Sinai (Arabic: '‘Sayna”), that grows oil, and (it is a) relish for 

the eaters”} [Kor. Al-Mo'meniin (The Believers): 18-20] 
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original Old Egyptian; It could be no other than the ‘Bly 
other plant produces both oil and relish except the Olive treet? tin | 
7 the € | 


Mount Sinai tree. bey, 
. 
{"(1, God, swear) By the fig, and the olive, By $e, hey 
(Arabic: ‘Sinin’)..."} [Kor. At-Tin (They, Sing; 
lg); 


In this second occurrence the name ‘Sinai’ is couched ; n th 
Egyptian form ‘gen-in', so as to rhyme with the Preceding yond P 
with ‘olive’ (Arabic 'Zaytiin’). Here, also the intention, i arene end, lq 
vociferously uttered: It is the olive-tree no doubt. eat, 

It might be contended, however, that the specific worg es 8 
Old Egyptian is 'baq' not ‘sen’, the tree in the absolute. But such e Olivg in 
nonetheless, is easily retorted by the fact that such 'baq' remaing ee 
meaning in the Old Egyptian lexicon. It may also be said that Olg Cettai, 
referred to the noble olive-tree as being ‘the tree par excellen ce on 
proper’. Hence, the Old Egyptian ‘sen’, is needless of identification € the 

Botanically speaking, however, the whole Sinai Peninsula knew 

the Raspberry plant either wild or cultivated, by the time of Moses - of 

13" century B.C., but certainly knew from times immemorial of the a 

tree and the olive-tree. i 

Glorified, indeed, be He, the Speaker in the Koran, the Almighty ang 


the All-Knowing. 
QYOO SAYS 


: <a if 
& oe “ 
Jud, wiulorde ot ti ‘ery: 
BG yy tee bd 
oe et . ~ x 
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XXXVII. The Torah 
(Kor. "Tawrai') 


AB 


rew ‘Tora’ and Koranic "Tawra’, invariably with the definite 
ebrew ‘Hattor a' and Arabic 'At-Tawria’) is Moses’s Pentateuch. The 
dis an onomastically explanative Arabicization of the original 


e Heb 


ticle (H 
goranic WO bic and Hebrew word ' 
4 poth the Arabic oe ebrew words are derived from the common 
en triliteral WRY which is mutated to the Hebrew YRA, only in the 
vbr 
the first notion in the common Semitic triliteral WRY (Hebrew YRA) 
to strike a flint in order to start a fire, to ignite by friction, such as in 
is dern times to strike a match or to strike the spark in a cigarette-lighter. 
a idea in the background was, of course, that the spark ‘already’ existed 
ip the flint, as a good old Aristotelian would have said, and that the ‘striker’ 
ysed only to extract it therefrom by friction or hitting, in the same way 


that Plato's Socrates used to extract knowledge of right and wrong from the 
youth of Athens by questioning. 

Subsequent to such first notion, comes the second: to make known, to 
inform of, to guide, from which the Hebrew 'moré', meaning teacher, and 
the Hebrew ‘tora’, meaning teaching, guidance, precept and also knowledge, 
erudition, insight are derived. 

Such are the meanings of the Hebrew "Tora inasmuch as Moses’s 
Pentateuch is concerned. Other notions which were developed later, such 
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the only found in English diction . 
ari, 
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e Biblical sen 
S€ and, a8 5 3, a 
Uch & 


' atel 
ith ebro: need at least in th 
extraneous “ ding the English reader who is unacquainte d eng 
liable of mislea age. Such loose usage of the magilat law' fin the : wi 
the gi Serer from the rigorous understanding by lew, bre, 
"Tora Oe ees (Hebrew: Torat-Mos€) as being a mere body we Sey 
of Moses’s ing every detail of daily life, which a good Jew cute ay 
conduct governing think to break up with. In fact, the Hebre ies a, 


d never even ia : 
‘law’ is the Hebrew ‘dat and not the Hebrew Tora, "ord 


to observe an 
for the English 
SOE EE 


: . osed of five succesc: 

’s Torah, as received, is comp san 

ae the Genesis which is chiefly occupied with Abr. ahanrs ok 
Adam, and with Abraham's posterity through sy 
Saac 


namely; 
S and 


ae Pde daueyete seit to prepare the scene for Mog, 

to explain how the children of Israel had to be found in Egypt. (tn) th 
Exodus which was written to narrate the later events beginning e 
Moses’s birth about four centuries after Joseph which the scribe leaves 
total darkness, but ends no later than two years from the Exodus [cf 
XL: 17]. (II) the Leviticus which seemingly resumes the Exodus, but, in 
fact, it is wholly concerned, as its title reveals, with establishing Aaron 
priesthood, detailing rituals, offerings, thanksgivings and expiatory 
Practices to the most tedious minutia; (IV) the Numbers which wag called 
so because its four first chapters are restricted to a veritable Census of the 
Israelitic population in the desert according to each one’s own head of 
family, dwellings, function, etc., while the rest of the book, chapters y 
through XXXVI, eventually resumes the Exodus and the Leviticus until 
the death of Aaron [Num. XX: 29] in the 40" year of the Exodus some 
months earlier than Moses’. (V) the Deuteronomy which was doubtless 
costipited upon request of the scribe’s contemporaries to sum up all 
Divine Commandments, Injunctions, Statutes, Judgments, etc., disorderly 
ees or sida mites Preceding books, in an imaginary ‘fare-well' speeches 
ey Moses rehearsing past events in their chronological sequence, after 
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‘ ral y were arose not a Prophet since in Israel like unto Moses, 

( yi Lord knew face to face. In all the signs and the wonders 
wher ane Lord sent him to do in the land of Egypt, to Pharaoh 
yi ai his servants and to all his land. And in all that mighty 
wn and in all the great terror which Moses showed in the sight 
Mal ysrael."} (Deut. XXXIV: 10-12] 

a HG 


ake the pametyen a which is held by Muslims to be God’s 
v words and eh ek teu to be the work of the one man, 
ov ads such five » the enesis, the Exodus, the Leviticus, the 
yo ers gad she Deuteronomy, Which form the 'Pentateuch’ as received, 
on? pare allegedly sees in bulk or at least in material to the Prophet 
al revealed to him by God Himself, cannot be wholly ascribed, to 
pose? ,, to any ‘one’ Moses, or to any ‘one’ impostor compiling his work 
pe es e of Moses. Overlaps, contradictions, blasphemies, untruths, 
ip a ons and lack of complementarity required of a self-consistent entity 
ad supposed Divine, are self-revealing. The first book, the Genesis, in 
iat sat, 38 totally unrelated to Moses’s Divine Message and, hence, it 
| spsoltelY not Beet five books relate petty, if not blasphemous, 
ative impossible to be part of any Divine Revelation. All five scribes 
| fos separately from memory and legend, where the truth is mingled 
a t error, are unknown and nameless persons or clergy-men, who 
" ‘Jed their work several centuries after Moses, with due adjustments, 
adifications, omissions and insertions needed to accommodate later 
developments. 
such Pentateuchal narrative is evidently not Moses’s Torah, which is 
sedly inscribed by God's Own Hands on two stone-tablets, which 
Moses, in his wrath against the calf worshippers, let fall and break beneath 


- gther stone-tablets on which God inscribed the same words that were 
- inscribed on the first two broken ones [cf. Ex. XXXII: 19 and Ex. XXXIV: 
"Ij, The tablets had to be made of stone obviously to provide for their 
br once dropped by Moses in his wrath, and for being rewritten by 
0 in token of reaffirmation of the Divine Covenant! But, being made 
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yore than only two tablets bearing fg, . 


of stone, they had to be st ov Moses, could possibly carry with Vine 
Words; otherwise, r Me e-tablets as enough to contain the whoje b; 

his hands so many « sua indeed, which was handed down to Moses . 
Revelation, 80 san days and forty nights [ Bx. XIV: 18]. So, the sri, 
the Mount during mA d later to reduce such Divine Revelation inscribe, 
ae Rennes? ten words [Deut. X: 4] reputed thence to be the Te, 
paket Yet, even those two stone-t 


wars between the Israe 

formers of such solid documen 

highly authoritative as Divinely i 

loss beyond repair, ane nal oot 
i i ings and ser 

ra here in person which, if conserved a later generations 

would have been the real Torah of Moses, but unfortunately enoy ott 


such sacred manuscript had in turn to be lost during the destruction of 
e in 586 B.C. by Nebuchadnezzar, king of Babylonia, ang 


undertake the tremendous task of rewriting Moses’; 
the form now available: scribal Pentateuch. 
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lites and t 
tation of t 


Solomon's Templ 
diligent rabbis had to 


Bible from memory in 
All being considered, however, such scribal Pentateuch as received, stil] 


contains within the far greater bulk of its last four books (Exodus, Leviticus, 
Numbers and Deuteronomy) much but not most of Moses’ original Torah 

as uttered. This is chiefly due to the Jewish priesthood that succeeded 

Moses among the children of Israel. Jewish clergymen had to be excellent 

memorizers, since reciting holy texts is the flesh and bone of the priestly 
career. The chief merit, if at all, of such diligent clergymen was indeed their 
fanatic commitment to the ‘letter' of the Holy Book, which made possible 
for the remnant of Moses’s teachings to survive and to be transmitted from 
generation to generation nearest to the original, as far as human memory 
could retain across centuries of troubles, conflicts and even wars, at least 
of the kind recorded by Pentateuchal scribes. Some parts of the Original 
Torah were lost, indeed, and much of the parts left are obscured by scribal 
interventions, unexcluding legendry, idle talk, sophistry and, of course, 
ntentional insertions and additions (of which the whole ‘Leviticus’ is but 


ne example) to establish post-Moses priesthood as an essential part of 


eo Seo ee 
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ings Divinely handed down in 


the d 
the core of Moses’s Divine Mens esert. But aners meer 
ruth and legend. Had Judaism ever Stetina. distinguishable 
: €d any neutral critical 
oo f Speech throughout, flagrant 
ridable t e ’ 
if” were it carried out, would have © the All Knowing. Such 


indeed reduced scri 
; : cribal Pentateuch 
Jeast one third of its present actual volume as received 


: e problem with such ‘enlarged’ Pentateu 


ch, as well as with Jesus's 
“fies in the fact that narrators of such ‘holy’ material assigned 


spel ae 
Gor emselV@S the wai reconstituting from memory and legend every 
to" detail about the Prophet concerned undifferentiating between 


jpute : 
pO aphy’ ie. the life-story of the Prophet, and the 'Message’, i.e. Divine 
phet concerned. At least every 


welation proper neni down to the Pro 

ent occurring inehlonees life ng in the history of Moses’s people prior 
to the ‘Divine Gall from the imidat of the tree unto Moses, is evidently 
go part of Mosess Message as Divinely revealed to him on the Mount, 
and hence has no claim to sancity. Events such as Moses’s birth, Moses’s 
agoption by Pharaoh, Moses S quarrel with the Egyptian whom he killed, 
and his 10-year stay - Midian until he returned to Egypt accompanied 
by his wedded yale, Zp ole, daughter of Jethro, priest of Midian, are all, 
up to the moment in which Moses perceived the burning bush and came 
nearby to see, events ‘unrevealable’ to Moses himself in particular, since 
they are part of his own past experience. I mean that these events are part 
of Moses’s biography narrated by the scribe from the scribe’s own sources, 
incapable of being taken for granted as being Divine, unless confirmed 
by subsequent Divine Revelation handed down to a posterior Prophet. 
Moreover, events occurring to Moses and to his people thereafter, ie. the 
second part of his biography from the day he received the Message on the 
Mount until the day of his death in the desert of Sinai, are not, in every 
detail, integrable in Moses’s Divine Message unless similarly confirmed 
by subsequent Divine Revelation handed down to a posterior Prophet, or — 
except in respect of quotations of God’s Own Words speaking with Mose 
The remaining part could by no be ean 


nth MLO 


(1) Ibid, p.578. 
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as being Divine, or to unquestionablenegs ag bein 
unholy scribe’s own words from his own unascertar “acted, Sin 
such Pentateuch as received of its scribal Structure iat “Utes it ig the 
Ould | 
e 


with Moses’s veritable Torah in the form it Was Divine} Te iag 
thereto. th *eVealeg ind 
ory Seq. 

sy 


SOE GE 


The miraculous Koran treats Moses’s Torah as bej 
‘ , in 

to Moses during his stay of forty days and forty hights “Onaee 
containing the whole of Moses’s Divine Message handeq °D the or 
at once in one lump: down to hing ® 

{"And We wrote for him on the Tablets the lesson to b 

Srom all things and the explanation of all things las drag 
‘Hold unto these with firmness, and enjoin your peopiate 
© to 


take the better therein. I shall show you the home of th 
" e 
livers."} [Kor. Al-A‘raf (The Batlement) ty 


It was the ‘Whole Message’ all right, not only ten woe 
commandments to be revealed in forty days and forty nig OF ten 
inscribed on ‘two’ stone-tablets so as to make Possible their ye "0 be 


breakage when dropped by Moses in his wrath, so as to make TOOM for the 
imagined replacement by other two ones on which God would inscribe 
same ten words or ten commandments. In fact, Moses did NOt need such 
replacement or reaffirmation, simply because, once he cooled down, he 
picked up the fallen tablets, undamaged: 

{And when the anger of Miisé (Moses) was appeased, he took 

up the Tablets, and in their inscription was guidance and 


mercy for those who fear their Lord."} 
[Kor. Al-A'raf (The Battlements): 154] 
Such tablets (Koranic: ‘Alwah' in the plural, not in the dual form) were 
not two, but in fact as many as enough to contain a whole book. They could 


et S$! TIpLy ee 


4 


The Torah W969 


se 
16 od, swear) By the Tiir (Mount), And by the Book 
oi per In parchment unrolled, "} 


[Kor. At-Tiir (‘The Mount): 1-3) 
_ Moses ‘Torah in ie Koranic sense, the ‘Book’ wholly revealed 
his * in one lump to God's Prophet Moses, on the Mount of Sinai, as 
c 

in the iti ve 
old , the whole pre-Moses Biblical narrative, which is by all means 

as ® 4to Moses Meee such as the whole of the book of Genesis, it 
not Moses’, although there might be some passages ultimately 


know" Genesis, to Moses in person, the miraculous Koran corrects 
se statement. The five books, as Divine Revelations are concerned, 
4 ot wholly Mosess; rather, they are ascribed to both Abraham and 
ase ® combining Pr ophethoods from Abraham to Moses. Reminding Mo 
moses ds people that they are addressed with the same sermon already 


m tioned in ‘former scrolls’, the Koran states; 
en 


"therefore (O Mohammad!) remind (men) in casethereminder 
ofits (them). The reminder will be received by him who fears 
(God), But it will be avoided by the wretched, Who will enter the 
eat Fire and made to taste its burning, Wherein he will neither 
die (to be in rest) nor live (a good living). Indeed whosoever 
purifies himself (by avoiding polytheism and accepting Islamic 
Monotheism) shall achieve success, And remembers (glorifies) 
the Name of his Lord (worships none but God), and prays 
(five compulsory prayers and [Nawéfil] additional prayers). 
Nay, you prefer the life of this world; Although the Hereafter is 
better and more lasting. Verily! This is in the former scrolls, The 

Scriptures of Ibrahim (Abraham) and Miisé (Moses).”} 
[Kor. Al-A‘ld (The Most Exalted): 9-19] 


SHG 
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In addition to explaining the Hebrew 'Tor4' by ono 
where the Koranic "Tawra' is slightly mutateq eae 


Stic tad 
‘tawra” simply to homophonize with the Hebrew 7 the Origin 
> the aly 


explains the Hebrew name by Synonymy. As sisted a al 
tlie, i 


onomastic note, the Hebrew ‘Tora’, being a verbal] Noun 7 th 
YRA in the Hiphil form ‘hora’, conveys in the Hebrew ftom th, «Dy ty | 
in the Arabic) notions such as: (I) Knowledge; (1 


) Guid 
(IV) Demonstration; etc. ance; Ty % 
These meanings occur in the following Korani e 


> c Verse 
synonymy the name of Moses’s book, the Torah: S exp]a: 


{"And among them (Meccan disbelievers ) are Pe. 
to you (O Mohammad) till, when they go OUut fro © who listen 
™ yo 


u, 
What has") 
[Kor, Moham Saig | 
The meaning is ‘unto those who have been Siven the To ah | 
Tak | 
{And We gave Miisd (Moses) the Book (i.e. ‘the To 
made it a guidance for the Children of Israel. a ode ane 


[Kor. Al-Esr# (The Night Jo 


{" And We gave them (Moses and Aaron) 
(the 'Torah').”} 


“rney): 2) 
the eviden 


tB 
[Kor. As-Saffit (The R Ny 


te ge) 

{And indeed We gave Miisé (Moses), after We had desty, | 

the generations of old, the Book (i.e. the Torah) a se, | 
demonstrations for mankind, and a &uidance and q re 
cy, 


that they might remember (or receive admonition ).”} 


[Kor. Al-Qasas (The Narrative); 43) 
QYSQYCYS ey 


| 


XXXVIII. Gog & Magog 


(Kor. "Ya jitj wa-Ma jij’) 
D& 

ingly enough, Biblical 'Gég' and 'Magég', which are supposedly 
‘valent of the Koranic 'Yajiij wa-Majjiij, are not Hebrew names, 
gable in Hebrew terms and derivable from any Hebrew triliteral such 
asinte AGG GGA, GWG, GYG, YGG and MGG, for the simple lexical 
sh “ ail such hypothetical roots are lacked in the Hebrew. This lexical 
ategoric in that these two names were taken up by Biblical scribes 
Hebrew sources, and that the legend connected with them had 
circulated prior to the birth of the Hebrew language, since the first 
' appearing in the Hebrew Bible was ‘Magog’ son of Japheth son 
Gen. X: 2], who is said to be one of the forefathers of the Indo- 
puropean races. As to ‘Gog’, which is frequently associated with ‘Magog’, 
uch non-Hebrew ‘Gog’, curious as it is, made its first appearance on the 
Biblical stage as @ grandson of Jacob through Reuben [I. Ch. V: 4], i.e. a pure 
Israelite, which is ridiculous enough, but, as stated earlier in our onomastic 
note on ‘Egypt's Biblical scribes were in so terrible need for proper names 
of persons so as to name all possible ramifications of Adam's Tree to the 
extent that they borrowed the geographical names around and use them as 


personal names. 


fact js ¢ 
m non- 


peed 
Mago’ 


(1) It should be remembered that the letter 'g sound is invariably pronounced 'j' in 
Arabic. : 
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I do not intend here to question the ‘historic’ Veracit 
possible ‘validity’, of a certain ‘Magog’ having been ; 
of Noah, or of a certain 'Gog' having been immediat 


y; or to 
Mediate ing 


‘. Cie, "Oth 
the Babylonian captivity, not earlier than the year 586 B.C. 8, 


> DOth: 
in the Hebrew Bible about Gog and Magog except that they wei is tot 
identified as a grandson of Noah and a grandson of Jacob, convert Me, 
e 


Any way, Prophet Ezekiel of the 6" century B.C. had vo vy. 
to Biblical literature already known to both authors of the Gaal to ady | 
Chronicles, who had previously named 'Magog' Btandson of - dy 


‘Gog’ grandson of Jacob, respectively, nothing else, Yet, the ye he 
adds is confusing rather than informative: 'Magog is no More than g ttle he 
who was named so, a grandson of Noah through Japheth. {t is also Petty 
name of an ‘unknown’ region, which latter supposed by co ug 
to be ancient ‘Scythia’ in South-East Europe about the North athe a 
Black sea. Meanwhile, 'Gog’, Jacob’s grandson through Reuben, g a the 
the chief prince of such land named 'Magog’. All that is told about hs pi 
is a mere prophecy: In the latter days, i.e. at the end of time, 'Gog' shally 
brought forth against Israel from his place in the North Parts with m 
people and so many heavily armed men like a clou 

land of Israel; but finally the Lord God of Israel 


d covering the whole 
will destroy ‘Gog’ ang 
his band and provides for their burial in a valley 
‘Hamon-Gog'’, etc. 


which shall be Named 


In like manner, New Testament scribes expressed their own Conception 
of Gog and Magog. In his ‘Apocalypse’ or 'Book of Revelation’, the last book 
in the New Testament, John, the Divine, tells us that 
resurrections with some thousand years in between, T 
begins with Satan being seized, cha ging and 
pit which shall be shut and sealed over k 
while only the souls of the good rise fro 


eS Se se 
(1) See, under ‘Gog’, The Analytical 
(2) See, Ezekiel, chapters 38 and 39, 


gna Aaron Gog & Magog 1 987 
4 the thousand years are ended. Then 
, all mankind, and 


mos 
yt! 


ir shall come the second 
an 4i0" fo ' 4 
ro est will be loose from his prison and will come out to 

{‘s ve the nations we are at the four corners of the earth, that 
G08 and Magog, to gather them for battle; their number is 
is ihe § and of the sea. And they marched up over the broad 
a and surrounded the camp of the saints and the beloved 
- 1). put fire came down from heaven and consumed them, and 
cl de yil who deceived them was thrown into the lake of fire and 
mtn where the beast and the false Prophet were, and they 
vill tormented day and night for ever and ever”} 


[Rev. XX: 7-10] 


h evangelic gene Base: and Magog as narrated by Saint John 
ne differs from Ezekiel’s about the identity of Gog and Magog: 

Div sno more a land under a chief prince named ‘Gog’, but both are 
Mag? 4 single ‘generic’ name designating numberless nations inhabiting 
of a the ‘North’ parts as stated by Ezekiel, but situated also at the four 
jot i of the earth, ie. precisely all mankind who ‘did not share in the 
oe garrectiOn’ But the visionary saint, John the Divine, agrees with the 

; prophet, Ezekiel, concerning the time and place of their destruction: 
male in the end of time, or ‘in the latter days’ in Ezekiel’s language. 
por Ezekiel, Gog and ev followers are represented as invaders of Israel 
coming from the ‘North’, a disguised insinuation implying the Babylonians 
ynder whose captivity the seer Prophet was distributing his Prophetical 
jamnations all around, unsparing his own people who, by their departure 
from the right path, did earn God's Wrath. By 'the latter days' Ezekiel did 
not verily mean ‘the end of the world’ since such notion is hardly present in 
the Jewish Bible as received. What he really meant and provided for was a 
certain span of time as enough as required -in his opinion or in his wishful- 
thinking- for the collapse of the mighty Babylonian king, Nebuchadnezzar, 
acollapse which in fact did occur in Ezekiel’s own century, when Babylon 


¢ 


(1) Jerusalem, of course, encampment of the saints, ie. those who shared in the first 
resurrection. 
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gave way under the pressure of the Medes and the Persians, It 
of Babylon, not the end of the world. As for John the Divine, Such the ey 


Magog represent the forces of evil gathered in the 'secong Tesurr ay 
the last judgment, Saint John did not need in fact to name them fy 


‘Magog’, accidentally occurring only once in his narrative, exc, ang 
to authenticate Ezekiel’s prophecy, which he undoubtedly misreay Pethap, 
misunderstood, unless he was deriving from other legendary Be. 
connection with Gog and Magog. 
In fact, traces of such legendry are found in extracanonica] lite 

no means binding on either Old or New Testament- such as the g “by 
called 'Song of Alexander’, where the Macedonian monarch (336-393 So. 
would have shut in the tribes Gog and Magog so that they may not bree .) 
until the end of time, a legend which deniers of Koran Divine Crude 
in their tradition of stupidly maintaining that there is nothing in the Pa 
that is not already mentioned in Biblical or even extraBiblical Sources, h 
to be the original of the Koranic narrative on Gog and Magog) Old 


Anyhow, such Syrian legend on Gog and Magog proves that neith 
Ezekiel nor John the Divine were deriving from revelationa] mal 
Divine Prophecy ora Divine Vision, but rather from old legendry circulated 
in various forms, in which anyone could find elements to suit ones own 
purpose. The Syrian author of the so-called 'Song of Alexander’ was in 
fact wheedling the Macedonian conqueror of the Near-East by ascribing 
to him the heroic deed of shutting in the tribes of Gog and Magog, which 
could never have been the case, since Alexander the Great of the 4 century 
B.C. could not have shut in those tribes already destroyed by Ezekiel two 
centuries earlier. But the Syrian legend, which came no doubt later in date, 
points to the fact that the shutting in of Gog and Magog was a current 
legend before Alexander and even before Ezekiel. It also points to the 
fact that post-Koranic Jews and Christians were vaguely acquainted with 

the 'Gog and Magog’ legend in various forms that had been transmitted | 


through generations of old times. They also had a vague notion abou 
shutting in and about the one who did so, i.e. "The Two-Horned’, 


a 


+. Ver 
qhis in former times, by the Two-Horned. 


gut in, 


sto ry’ i 


Gog & Magog i 389 


which were too remote in time, 
the 'two-horned': 


(Kor. Al-Kahf (The Cave): 83] 
se introduces the Koranic account on Gog and Magog who were 


AA 


? qwo-Horned is indeed a mysterious figure in the Koran. He is 


opr 
sunt s 


K 1 
weil B 


sented as 4 perpetual wayfarer around the earth from sunset to 
s56) who was Divinely commissioned to perform some deeds (Kor. 
¢ (The Cave): 84-98] among which was the shutting in of 'Yajiij wa- 


iblical Gog and Magog) so that they might not break forth until 


ra approach of the end of time, which means that their breaking forth 
pall be among godly signs announcing the end of the world. Their story in 
s 


the Ko 


ran runs as follows: 


"Until he (Dul-Qarnayn) reached between two mountains, 
he found, before (near) them (those two mountains), a people 
who scarcely understood a word. They said: ‘O Dul-Qarnayn! 
Verily! Ya'juj and Ma‘juj (Gog and Magog) are doing great 
mischief in the land. Shall we then pay you a tribute in order 
that you might erect a barrier between us and them?’ He said: 
‘That in which my Lord had established me is better (than 
your tribute). So help me with strength (of men), I will erect 
between you and them a barrier. ‘Bring me pieces (blocks) 
of iron’, then, when he had filled up the gap between the two 
mountain-cliffs, he said: ‘Blow, until when he had made it 
(red as) fire, he said: ‘Bring me molten copper to pour over 
it? So they [Ya'juj and Majuj (Gog and Magog)] were made 


powerless to scale it or dig through it. Dul-Qarnayn said: — 


“This is a mercy from my Lord, but when the 
Lord (the Day of Judgment) comes, He shall 


390 © the Onomastic Miracle in the Koran 


the ground. And the Promise of my Lord is ever ; 
that Day [i.e. the Day Ya juj and Ma ‘juj (Gog ana y } And oy 
come out], We shall leave them to surge againss a; 

and the Trumpet will be blown, and We shall COllecy "* 
all together’ And on that Day We shall Present Hen t 
disbelievers, plain to view, (To) Those whose eyes 

under a covering from My Reminder (this Koran), ang” 


could not bear to hear (it)”} (Kor. ALKanecrn, Cave) 65 Who 
est | 
Who indeed was the Two-Horned, and to what €Poch dig i On 


Where was the place between the two dams at which G og and a belong 
shut in and from which they will break forth at the end of 88 He, 
kind of creatures are Gog and Magog to survive such impr times 
times immemorial until the end of the world? What kind 9 Figs toy 
now living or the kind of sleep they are sleeping? Are they deag e thy 
resurrected just before the end of time? And, if Gog and Magog, at 

the time being, were to count for us as an extinct Species, what ms 
folk who ‘could hardly understand a saying’, whom Go aca aa 
to tease and harass? 


No certain answer could be given to any of such questions beyong 
Koranic statement mentioned-above, or beyond the fact that the br the 
forth of Gog and Magog at the end of time shall be one Godly «i 
announcing the forthcoming of the Day of Judgment. “Bn 


those 
8 Ug 


But the meaning of their name "Yajiij’) wa-Ma’jiij', which is our chieg 
purpose in the present onomastic note, may throw some light thereon, 


EE 
The name 'Yajjiij wa-Ma’jiij' is only explainable in terms of the Arabic 
language: It is built respectively on ‘Yaf ‘iil’ (emphatic agentive) and ‘maf‘it 
(simple passive) models from the Arabic triliteral AJJ, which originally 
means to blaze or flame with a whizzing sound, said of a burring fire, and, 
tropically, to be extremely agitated. 


Invariably used with a plural, not a dual, verbal form, both 'Yajiij’ and 7 
‘Majjiij’ should be taken globally as ‘one’ collective noun, denoting ‘oné 


on 
wn and Aare 
Me 


Gog & Magog 1 Bedi 
y aii i.e. ‘those who mutually Agitated each other ‘ 
nfl? : ~ indeed explained by the Marvellous tevancansindn Kor ‘ 
s gate’ ’ anic 
a “ion 


that Day [i.e. the p 4 
wand on ay Ya'ju ‘ 
mages) will come out], We shall sean tof a yor 
wach other”) walk (Kor. Al-Kahf (The Cave): 99} 
this is explained in the only other I 
saa by name in the Koran: ro Ce — 


Al 
pent i 

"A nd a ban is laid on every town 
4 estroyed that they shall not re 
repent to Us). Until, when Ya‘j 
are let loose (from their barri 
every mound. And the true p 


(population) which We have 
turn (to this world again, nor 
uj and Ma'juj (Gog and Magog) 
er), and they swiftly swarm from 


Tomise (Day of Resurrection) shall 
draw near (of fulfillment). Then (when mankind is resurrected 


om their graves), you shall see the eyes of the disbelievers 

edly stare in horror. (They will say): "Woe to us! We were 
indeed heedless of this (the breaking forth of Gog and Magog 
announcing the forthcoming Day of Judgment); nay, but we 
were unrighteous.”} (Kor. Al-Anbya (The Prophets): 95-97] 


As to the name ‘Dul-Qarnayn'’, i.e. the two-horned, it should be noted 
that the Arabic ‘qarn’, originally ‘horn’, also means, tropically, anything 
shaped like a waxing, or waning moon, especially in respect of the sun, 
rising or setting. Most Koran scholars are of the opinion that ‘Dul-Qarnayn! 
earned this name in allusion to his perpetual wayfaring around the earth 


from sun-rise to sun-set, as told in the Koran. But only God knows th 
truth about such appellation. 


At last, however, the mysterious legend of Gog and Magog maintains 
meaningfulness in the Koranic Version. 


OYOSIOOJO 


the Koranic collective noun ‘Al-Yahiia’ isa 
Hebrew 'Yehudim’' or 'Yehug 
e 


tyyim' plural ee Arabicization of 
uivalent of the English ‘Jew’ > Plural of th 
eq 


© Hebrew 'Yehiidi', the 
such Hebrew ‘Yehiidi' is a Patronymic de 


Si i 
nate da’, fourth son of Jacob, as distinguish Snating descendants of Judah, 
eleven tribes of Israel, such as the Reubenit 


the Levites, 


the fourth son of 
from him, as being, as we are told, 
the strongest of the twelve tribes, but 


Most probably because of the fact 
that David, the second and most beloved King of the Israelites, was himself 
a Judahite. 


As a result of such political, but not religious, 
5* year of the reign of Rehoboam the Judahite, 


schism occurring in the 
with the exception of the Benjamites, 


the other dissentient tribes, 

who sided with Rehoboam), formed 

(1) For the one good reason that Saul, the firstking of the Israelites, whom David inherited, 
was himself a Benjamite. 


—ooorOoOr-—)h3MFrltit—tt—t—t—te 
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sn North Palestine their own kingdom which they named 4 
~ forefather Israel. the, 
fact that the South kingdom, Judah, hag the 

re the famous temple of Solomon was standing Sy 
weaker after Rehoboam and the South Kingdo z ag it 

trong hand over ‘Judah’. But the Babylonian a 

of the 6” century B.C. subjected bee of ey two ieee deste n 
Temple itself, and deporting Gne-thire a J as ie ite baa 
of the patronymic ‘Yehudim, i.e. ibegs 73 3 ae adnezzar’s Ba ee 
during the 70-years Babylonian Captivity, first Diaspora of the childne 
Israel. of 
Such expatriated community ‘Jews’ ” oy a Was Comp, 
only of ‘Judahites' and ‘Benjamites' and exiled in Babylonia, soon be, Seq 

a name common to all the children of Israel taken together, i.¢ ; 

noun common to all twelve tribes descended from Israel, to the 
that both terms ‘Israelite’ and ‘Jew’ became almost interchangeable, a 
within the realm of religion: The religion of Moses is called ‘Ju daism’ ie 
‘Judah’, never ‘Israelitism’. It is the religion of the Jews, not of the Israelite, 

as a nation. When Abyssinians, before Christianity, embraced Jy fal 
they became ‘Jews’, not Israelites. However, when the Israelites abandon 
Judaism to Christianity or Islam, they are no more Israelites, but Christiang 
or Muslims. 


This is a misfortunate outcome, indeed, for Moses, the founder of this 
religion, who was not himself a Judahite, but a Levite born and dead in 
Egypt, and never been a ‘Jew’, either by descent from the man ‘Judah’, or by 
citizenship of a kingdom later named ‘Judah’, which was founded several 
centuries after Moses’s death in the desert of Sinai, before even setting foot 
in Palestine altogether. 


That is why miraculous Koran, as expected of its Omniscient Revealer, 
carefully distinguishes between the two terms, ‘Israelites’ and Jews, 
substituting the latter for the former since the Diaspora onwards, in addition 


to using the latter term for designating followers of Judaism regardless of — 


ae 


1ationality or descent. «ae 


common 

In spite of the 

of Jerusalem, whe 
capital, ‘Judah’ grew 
‘Israel’ regained the s 


the 


CO—— 


| 
; 
| 
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| Hebrew 'Yehudim', is Arabici 
Tews » ” icized int 
ye Jer all 0 the collective noun ‘Al- 
1 netted Kony he eudecomatc ea 

w of ial-ladina D# ri He. Se Tepentants' or ‘those who repented’, against 
ip” brew scholars who explain the Hebrew ‘Yehudim' as a pattonyatie or 
i ye noun derived from the Hebrew ‘Yehuda’ (Judah) which they explain 
v8 of the Hebrew YDA, as meaning 'the praised-one’, 

ifh . ' 
che Janation we person-name Judah’, Hebrew ‘Yehuda’, is already 
en by tHe gcribevot the Genesis when he put the following words in the 
gn ct Jacob’ wife, fo at the moment she delivered ‘Judah’: "happe’im 
m0 “eXebwe ‘al-ken qarea Sem6 Yehuda". This means: 

ade vs b . 

{"Now will I praise the Lord; therefore she called his name 
judah'} [Gen. XXIX: 35] 


he name ‘Judah’, wegeee Yehudi’, is built from the Hebrew triliteral 
- rather, WDA, in the passive ‘hof l' form, modelled on the third 
gular, present tense, to mean, ‘he is praised’, that is, ‘the praised- 


) 


(ht 


yph 
person am 
opt 
his is neither too bad, nor too good. It is true that the Hebrew triliteral 
ypA, oF rather, WDA, a the passive ‘hof‘l' form, means ‘to be praised’, 
put only in the sense of 'to be glorified’, 'to be hymned’, said of God, as 
in the above quotation: {“Now will I praise the Lord”}. In such case, ‘the 
raised-One would be the Lord Himself, not the child ‘Judah’ for whose 
pirth the Lord is praised. So, the name ‘Judah’ given to such child could not 
pe construed as meaning ‘the praised-one'. 


But we know that Biblical scribes, to authenticate their hasty Onomastics, 
often ‘invent’, as stated earlier, the convenient introductory locution, put 
in the mouth of the person given the name, to support its explanation as 
scribally understood. In the case of ‘Judah’, Leah, Judah's mother, could not 
have said {“Now will I praise the Lord”} (using in the Hebrew text "Yehwa' 
for the Lord’), simply because such Hebrew 'Yehwa’ as an epithet of God 
was not known in the Hebrew before Moses [Ex. VI: 3]. So, we are quite 
right to explain the name Judah’, Hebrew 'Yehuda’, strictly in terms of the 
Hebrew language, which is absolutely unbound by the notion of ‘praising’ 
or ‘hymning slipped by the scribe of the Genesis in Leah’s mouth. 


Zz 


in the Koran 
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iliteral YDA, or rather WDA, in ee 


In fact, the Hebrew tr ~ ’ 
ee ; \ a Nei... 
Hebrew ‘hoda', means precisely ‘to co one’s guilt, siedg a oy 


repent, from which 'yehodé’, meaning ‘he confesses’ or ',, Tep 
ved and then changed in the hope ie 


‘confessor’ or ‘repentant’, is deri ; ; 

, ‘ 7 ino ‘he i to confess’ or ‘he j 

into our Yehuda’, meaning ‘he is made ss or ‘he is Made to 4.0% 
“Peng 


ie. ‘the repentant’, no more no less. 


HOG 


Such Hebrew ‘hoda', meaning to confess, repent, etc., ig best re 
into Koranic Arabic by the Arabic triliteral HWD, which Means to net 


God) repentantly. In a magnificent Koranic Passage, we are to]q that (to 
in 


aftermath of the gross blasphemy by Moses's folk who paid false Worship, 
the golden calf in the desert, Moses implored forgiveness from the Thea to 
for 


those among his folk who went astray: 
{”And when the anger of Miisd (Moses) was appeased, he took 
up the Tablets, and in their inscription was guidance and 
mercy for those who fear their Lord. And Miisd (Moses) CNbed 
out of his people seventy (of the best) men for Our appointeg 
time and place of meeting, and when they were seized with g 
violent earthquake, he said: ‘O my Lord, if it had been You, 
Will, You could have destroyed them and me before; woulg 
You destroy us for the deeds of the foolish ones among us? It 
is only Your Trial by which You lead astray whom You will, 
and keep guided whom You will. You are our Protector, so 
forgive us and have Mercy on us, for You are the Best of those 
who forgive. And ordain for us good in this world, and in the 
Hereafter. (for) Certainly we have turned unto You. He (God) 
said: “(As to) My Punishment I afflict therewith whom I will 


and My Mercy embraces all things...”} 
[Kor. Al-A‘raf (The Battlements): 154-156] 


Such {“we have turned unto You”}, appearing in the original Arabic text 
‘enna hodna elayk’, from the Arabic triliteral HWD, meaning to turn (to 


OE 


) 
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ly, is best rendered into H i 
repentantly 0 Hebrew by ‘ki hodinu leka’, from 
god) ew ‘hoda’, meaning to confess or repent, 


H 
“ possible present participle (also adjective and noun) from such 
yew ‘thoda’, meaning to confess, repent, is the Hebrew 'mehodé’, which 
iil repenting, pa ees and repenter, plural ‘mehodim’; from the 
7 sprew hof l ‘huda ‘alec means be made to confess, be made to repent. 
phe Hebrew ‘mehudé, plural 'mehudim", is the nearest to the Hebrew 


wyehudim » j.e. the Jews. 


guch was the insightful Koranic understanding of the name ‘Judah’, 
yebrew 'yehuda’, after which the Jews named themselves 'Yehudim’, ice. 
jhose who turned ” repentantly, the 'repenters’. In fact, with reference 
to the Jews as @ religious seo followers of Moses are called in the Koran 
saad, and ‘Al-Ladina Hadu’, ie. those who turned to God repentantly, 
from the Arabic triliteral HWD, the equivalent of the Hebrew ‘hoda’, as 
stated earlier. 

So, would that today Jews, arrogant as they are, try once again, for their 
own good, to be worthy of their name, the Repentants! 


May the Most Merciful have mercy for them, so that they might repent 
once for good, and again become worthy of their name! 


OKCNGONG 


‘mehudé’, ‘mehudim'. 


(Chapter VI 


iid Dul-Ayd 


par other Prophets and Kings 
(l 


qhis ¢ apter deals with the onomastic explanation of twelve proper 
in the following order: 


pe ee Goliath, David, Psalms, Solomon, Elijah, Elisha, Dul-Kefl, Jonah, 


», Bate and Loqman. 
the chapter's title suggests, some of these names belong to both Proph- 
and Kings as in the case of David and Solomon. However, some other 

co pelong only to Prophets, suchas Elijah, Elisha, Dul-Kefl, Jonah and 

if b Jaliit, ie. Saul (Hebrew ‘Sa@iil), who is the first King of the Israelites, is 
jon 1 King and not a Prophet. Meanwhile, Goliath is neither a King nor 
ee ophet; rather, he is the hero of the Palestinians, or the leader of their 
semy, wom David killed ina fight. Ezra is simply a Biblical scribe of the 5S 

B.C., while Loqman Is a purely Koranic figure of a wise man who is 

not mentioned anywhere in Judeo-Christian scriptures. Finally, the Psalms 

(named ‘az-Zabir' in the Koran) are David’s book in the Jewish Bible. 

The chronological order adopted in this chapter is obvious. Taliit 
(saul), the first king of the Israelites, was succeeded by David to whom 
the Psalms was revealed and who killed Goliath. Solomon, the son and 
successor of David, preceded Elijah who is the master of Elisha. Dul-Kefl 
ig a Koranic name which will be proved to be an onomastic translation 
of the Hebrew ‘Helqiyya’ (English 'Hilkiah’), the name of the high-priest 
under Josiah, the King of Jerusalem in the 7* century B.C.. Jonah belongs 
to the same century since he was sent to Nineveh, the capital of ancient 
Assyria, some years before its total destruction by Babylonia in 607 B.C. 
Job is indefinitely situated between Jonah and Ezra. The latter belongs to 
the 5* century B.C.. Logman comes last because he is a purely Koramic — 
figure which is not mentioned anywhere in non-Muslim source: 


XL. Taliit 


(Biblical Saul’) 
a 


id in the Jewish Bible and confirmed by the Koran, the children of 
As to 


yed their Prophet Samuel to appoint for them a King, which was, 

pate first in the history of the Israelites: 

«nee 

ind? jrthen all the elders of Israel gathered themselves together, and 
varne £0 samuel unto Ramah. And said unto him: Behold, thou 


art old, and thy sons walk not in thy ways. Now make us a king 
to judge us like all nations."} [I. Sam. VIII: 4-5] 
At first samuel tried to dissuade them on account of the possible 
anf 4vourable consequences: 
("This will be the manner of the king that shall reign over you: 


He will take your sons, and appoint them for himself, for his 
chariots, and to be his horsemen; and some shall run before his 
chariots. And he will appoint him captains over thousands, and 
captains over fifties; and will set them to ear his ground, and 
to reap his harvest, and to make his instruments of war, and 
instruments of his chariot. And he will take your daughters to be 
confectionaries, and to be cooks, and to be bakers. And he will 
take your fields, and your vineyards, and your oliveyards, even 
the best of them, and give them to his servants. And he will take 


the tenth of your seed, and of your vineyards, and give to his 


7 


Youy 
nth of 
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officers, and to his servants. And he will take your Menge 
and your maidservants, and your goodliest young men, pa 
asses, and put them to his work, And he will take the me 
your sheep: and ye shall be his servants. And ye shalll ¢ 
in that day because of your king which ye shall have chos, out 
yourselves; and the Lord will not hear you in that day,”} €n for 


[I. Sam, Vin. 
> . Py MT; 11-1) 
But they refused to hear Samuel’s antiroyalist sermon: 


{"Nevertheless the people refused to obey the voice of. Samuel; g 

they said: Nay; but we will have a king over us. That we alge 
be like all the nations; and that our king may judge us, ang 8004 
before us, and fight our battles. And Samuel heard all the wii 
of the people, and he rehearsed them in the ears of the Lord, And 


the Lord said to Samuel: Hearken unto their voice, and make 
them a king."} [I. Sam. VI; 19-29) 
Finally, God chose a Benjamite (Saul son of Kish) to be appointeg di 


King of Israel: 
{"And when Samuel saw Saul, the Lord said unto him: Beholg 


the man whom I spake to thee of! This same shall reign over my 
people."} [I. Sam. IX: 17} 


Saul was distinguished by being tall: 
{"And when he stood among the people, he was higher than any 
of the people from his shoulders and upwards. And Samuel said 
to all the people: See ye him whom the Lord hath chosen, that 
there is none like him among all the people? And all the people 
shouted, and said, God save the king."} [I. Sam. X: 23-24] 


EGE P 
Saul’s original Hebrew name is ‘Sail. It is the past participle of the 
Hebrew triliteral $’L which means to ask for. So, the precise meanit 


wad pul- Ayd and other Prophets and Kings 
W 


iL , 
» yi eb rew triliteral $’L (ie, to ask for) is the equivalent of the Ara- 
py asl a lage. the Arabic initial sound ‘s' for the He- 
il tial sound sh This - almost always the case with the Hebrew 
als pat were = a 'S' sound, But, while the form of the past 
at? ipie i” the He vy ee ae On ‘fail, the past participle in the 
ae .« modelled on 'm . ul’. Hence, the Hebrew ‘Sail’ (Saul’s name, 
yale asked for), PP simply translated into Arabic as ‘Mas’iil’. Also, it 
ie th Ne translated into nents as Soll, a verbal noun from the Arabic 
cov!9 py denotes the object of the verbal action, ie. the thing, or the 

gh A peing asked for. 


yld be true that ‘Saul’ was named so by his father the day on which 
porn as a kind of gratitude to the Lord Who gave him the child he 
for’. However it 3 equally possible that such a name (‘Saul’, i.e. the 
for) was in fact a ‘surname’ that was given to him the day on which 
“as 8 de a King of Israel, when he was ‘asked for’ from God. 


any case, Sauls name (Hebrew ‘Sail) is the appellative of the first 
_ of Israel that was recorded in the Bible, 
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pew 


why, then, did the Glorious Koran call him "Talit’, while such a name 
t until then existent in the Arabic, as opposed to the Hebrew ‘Sa'iil’? 


He 


The Koran opponents” thought that the Prophet (PBUH), whom they 
old as the human author of the Koran, chose the name "Talitt' for 'Sa’iil' to 
depict Saul’s unusual tallness, referred to in the Bible [I. Sam. IX: 2 and X: 
13], since the Koranic name, 'Taliit’, is evidently coined from the Arabic tri- 
literal TWL, meaning to be long or tall. This Orientalistic thought presup- 
posed that the Prophet (PBUH) did not know or did not hear the original 
Hebrew name, or even that he heard the name but could not retain it. This 
isa great mistake of those Orientalists, for whom the Prophet (PBUH) was 
atotal copier of the Bible, and an extremely intelligent pupil of his Biblical 
masters and who was especially endowed with a ‘golden’ memory. 


(1) In fewer cases, the Hebrew 's' sound stands for the original Arabic 't’ soun 
(2) See, e.g., Joseph HOROVITZ, op. cit., P. 19. 


was 00 


‘ 
tits 
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Former Koran scholars, however, could not d 
° 
the fact that they knew the Hebrew name, 'Sq’ii}' be l 
eal interlocutors, who mentioned it in their wrj tee th, 
lai hy tl tGnteese tings, th Sir y, 
explain why the Koran abandoned 'Sa’iil' for the Ar ¢ 
their total ignorance of the Hebrew language. Had abic « tig he 
decipher 'Sa’iil' into 'the asked for', they would Pertvaead Cen ue 
to seek such a latter meaning in the Arabic "Taliit' PS have beet 
Koranic 'Taliit' was in fact a magnificent onomastic t.,." to d 
Hebrew name. “TSlation thy 
Fhe 
; 


4 


As stated earlier, non-Arab names should be first ‘Arabic; 
to occur in the Koran, i.e. 'reformed' according to Arai Sal oh, 
and Arabic 'noun-models', such as the Hebrew ‘Abra P Tlogy 
Arabicized into ‘Ebrahim’. Such Arabicization is not intende z) Was 
the original foreign name, but it is a precondition to use the font 
in literary Arabic speech. In sister-languages such as Hebrew aut 
both foreign and Arabicized forms belong to the same common tri i, 
then Arabicization could be self-explanative, unless the form Arabic: 
suggests a grammatical model which is uncommon jn both lan ‘ized 
such as the Arabic 'fa‘til' which denotes the emphatic agentive, while 
Hebrew same model, 'pa‘iil’, denotes the past participle. In Such a case th 
foreign (Hebrew) name is not Arabicized, because Arabicization in sug 
a case would mislead the Arab reader into the direct opposite se 
denotation of the foreign (Hebrew) name. 
The Hebrew name, ‘Sa’iil' (the past participle from the Hebrew $1, 
which is identical to the Arabic S’L by substituting the initial sound 
's' for the initial Hebrew sound 'S') could not be Arabicized into the 
Arabic 'Sa’iil' (an emphatic agentive from the equivalent Arabic $1) 
because it would mean the opposite: he who asks persistently, an 
the one who was/is asked for. It could not either be left as it is wi 
initial 's' as in the Hebrew, because in su 
derstood as being from the Arabic 
quite different in meaning. 


gwd pul-Ayd and other Prophets ang Kings 
l 


yl 
o  alein Koran Onomastics, when a 


\ 
AS" og the reasons mentioned earlier 


tion, Synonymy, Anton- 
anslation (i.e, ‘Onomastic 
should be translated into Arabic 
tiliteral other than Arabic $’L itself, 


ay . 

yr ‘nglation 

ra! fi of the nearest Ssyhonymous t 

ty <i is imP ossible as stated earlier, 
ic 


deed the nearest synonymous triliteral is the Arabic TLB, which 
ans t0 ion fis ri we coin 'Telb(t)’, the verbal noun that de- 

the object of the action demanding’, i.e. 'the one-demanded for’ 
ich already occurs as a name in Arabic, i 


yet, the Glorious cones is not an ordinary translator, Euphony and elo- 
ences which are oe sei in the most erudite Arabic text, should 
be meticulously considered. = the Arabic word which translates the 
ebrew ail’ aie be, 2h itself, an indicative for the foreignness of the 
i inal name. This necessitates that the Arabic word chosen for the He- 
wel gil’ should be legitimately derived from a genuine Arabic root, as 
‘i unprecedented derivative. 


she Koran's unrivalled masterliness, which is already capable of satisfy- 
ing all these requirements, has made King Saul’s giant image unmistakably 
present in his new Koranic name, ‘Taliit'. 


eH 


The Koranic “Taliit' is especially, and unprecedentedly, derived from 
the Arabic triliteral TWL, modelled on 'fa‘aliit', and modified to 'faliit', by 
making the middle semivowel 'w' in TWL silent. This noun-model, albeit 
rare in Arabic, is coined from the infinitival 'fa‘a' with the suffix ‘it’, to 
denote the intensity or emphasis of an action or quality. This is very clear 
in examples such as ‘jabariit' from JBR, which means mightiness; ‘malakiit' _ 
from MLK, which means kingdom; and ‘tagiit' from TGY, which denot 
tyrant, etc. Since the Arabic triliteral TWL has two distinct meanings: (I) 
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be tall; and (II) to bestow, confer or grant, then Taliit (Sauls 
means: (1) the Giant; and (II) the Grant. The latter Meanin _ May 
8 h 


a direct indication to the fact that 'Sa’iil, the ‘asked- for’ from 
granted by God. ™ Gog, . 


Glorified be He, the Speaker in the Koran, the Almj ghty ang 
the Al. 


Knowing. 
QOQMOQO 


XLI. Jaliit 
(Biblical 'Goliath') 


IS 


(Koranic ‘Jaliit' and Hebrew 'Golyat’) is onomastically explained 
al scholars”) in terms of the Hebrew triliteral GLA (originally 
ich is gene to the Arabic JLW (simply by substituting the 
Oa initial sound ‘j' for the Hebrew initial sound 'g’ and ‘w’ for ‘a’), as 
oe ing t° uncover, make bare, disclose, reveal, be well-known and 

# jcuous. It also means to leave one’s country, 'to be forced to emigrate 
coon’ ne land, to take away in captivity, to exile and take as a captive. 

a scholars ca “ name 'Golyat' from this latter meaning, translating 
it - ‘captive oF ner? 
ghe Koranic ‘Jaliit', which is similar in form and model to the Koranic 
F slit’ is evidently, nee gt SOON see, an onomastic arabicization of the 
giblical ‘Golyat’. ‘Jaliit a ce from the Arabic JLW, which is identical to 
the Hebrew GLA in all its wee mentioned above. This indicates that it 
joes not necessarily mean ‘captive’ or ‘exile’ as the Hebrew scholars say. 


eG 


According to the Jewish Bible, Goliath was a 'Palesti’, i.e. a ‘Philistine’ [I. 
sam, XVII: 23]. This word is translated as ‘Palestinian’ in all Arabic trans- 
lations of the Hebrew Bible throughout. However, some English lexicog- 
raphers, such as ‘Webster’s New World Dictionary (3 College Edition)’, 


jplic 


by y)s wh 


A 


rn 
(1) See, under GLA, The Analytical Hebrew & Chaldee lexicon, op. cit. 
(2) Ibid., Tables of Paradigms, p.51. 
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deem them (ie. Philistines) a non-Semitic people in eouth 
cient Palestine whose country, Philistia, flourished between a ery 
4” centuries B.C.. Indeed, ‘Palestine’ and ‘Palestinians’ (Mode € 15, % 
‘Palestina’ and ‘Palestina’im') do not belong to the Biblica] Hebns He "4 

only possesses ‘Peleset' and 'Pelestim’. This gave birth to the Bia Whig 
tine’ and ‘Palestinians’, amongst whom, notwithstanding their teal ale 
Jewish Bible itself recognized that there were some sub divisions ; i, 
naanites, who spoke the Canaanite language, which was mogt Of the e | 
Hebrew language; otherwise, ‘Goliath’, the hero of the Palestinians. to the | 
not have had such a name which is explainable only in tering Ri Woulg 
brew GLA. In fact, such an unfounded claim of non-Semitism “aan He. 
the Philistines is motivated by Zionistic tendencies that aim to is “ething 
Biblical (Arab) Palestinians from their legitimate right to the Jan ; ae 
Philistine ancestors. theiy 

These Palestinians or ‘Philistines’ were inveterate enemies of the Ist 
ites. This was quite normal on the Palestinians’ part since they reco ad 
in the Israelites (who are originally Aramaeans by descent from Abrah 
native of 'Ur Kaseddim’, the Babylonian city of the Aramaeans) eyjj he 
passers who arrogated the possession of their own land by virtue of g ni 
called Divine Decree. Out of sheer Israeli-Philistine rancor, the Israelites 
intentionally used to disparagingly ‘misunderstand’ or ‘misexplain' term, 
referring to a Philistine or a Canaanite in general. For example, Canaan 
the forefather of the Philistines, is understood as meaning ‘the loweonat 
(i.e. subdued to his brothers). Further, 'hitpalles', (derived from the Hebrew 
unused triliteral PLS which is supposedly the base of the Hebrew Pelist 
"i.e. Philistine"), which normally means ‘to become Philistine’, is made to 


mean ‘to wallow in the dust’. 
Likewise, Philistine 'Golyat' is taken to mean ‘captive’ or ‘exile’, exclud- 
ing other possible meanings suggested by the triliteral GLA, such as to 
be well-known’ or ‘conspicuous’, which are more fitting for a Philistine 
champion for who it is impossible to be called ‘captive’ or ‘exile by his 


own people. 
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. % a pabylonian captivity si = year 586 B.C. marked the Jews of all 
2 i everely: The Hebrew 'galiit’ (ie. ‘exile’ or captivity’) has become 
PP cece ® dreadful dream haunting the Jewish imagination day and 
} gt ad the extent that mentioning this word stirs in them a morbid 
of insecurity. As recorded in the Jewish Bible (see, for one example, 
8 “hs Lamentations), the destruction of the Temple and the Holy City 
.. web chadnezzar = one — as well as their deportation into Babylon 
by @ gelf-earned Divine Punishment for their crimes against God and 
T _.ohets, and for their corruption in the land concerning the violation 
‘ - Ten Commandments. The calamitous outcome of their wicked 
of Bat would have given them a lesson, but they never learnt. God, the 
ty says: 
rand We decreed for the Children of Israel in the Scripture 
that indeed you would do mischief on the earth twice and 
u will become tyrants and extremely arrogant! So, when 
the promise came for the first of the two, We sent against you 
slaves of Ours” given to terrible warfare. They entered the 
very innermost parts of your homes, and it was a promise 
: (completely) fulfilled. Then We gave you a return of victory 
over them, and We helped you with wealth and children and 
made you more numerous in man-power. (And We said): ‘If 
. you do good, you do good for your own selves, and if you do evil 
(you do it) against yourselves. Then, when the second promise 
came to pass, (We permitted your enemies) to disgrace your 
ga} faces and to enter the mosque (of Jerusalem) as they had 
_ entered it before, and to destroy with utter destruction all that 


5 may be that your Lord may show mercy unto you, but if you 
_ return (to sins), We shall return (to Our Punishment), and We 
ave made Hell a prison for the disbelievers.”} 


[Kor. Al-Esr@ (The Night Journey): 4-8] 


Koran calls God’s Bondmen (literally, God’s Worshippers), 
ible, which c ; Nebuchadnezzar God's Servant [Jer. XXV: 9]. 


_ 7 


tin the Jewish mind, the notion of ‘exile’ (Hebre 
vy! 


re ala to automatically interpret, in terms of ‘exile Baliy) 
all Hebrew names derived from the Hebrew triliteral Gia. nie OF egy 
oe , ht, the Koran opponents who oon the credibility of the Ko, Sam, 
lieve that the Prophet (PBUH) coined his Jalit after the Hebrew gajiy ‘be 
he must have overheard from the Jews of Yathrib’” in memory of 4° "ic 
healed pl This is preposterous! maw when and where could the ae Un, 
(PBUH) overhear the Hebrew jena from the Jews of Yathrib white chang 
their lamentations in the Hebrew language with which he oon not acquainss 
How could he mistake ‘galiit’ for ‘Golyat' and not, ©B fon Saiil’ whom he ie 
ventively named "Taliit'’? How could he know that both ‘galiit' ang Golyag = 
derived from the same Hebrew triliteral GLA? Or, how did he know that ri 
Hebrew uttering of the Canaanite Goliath was ee & he intended to Corre : 
it into 'Galit’, for example? In fact, the Biblical 'Golyat' is consonant ally me 
ten 'GLYT in the Hebrew script, but it is punctuated by the Massorites® 
began their work in the 2" century A.D. to read 'Galyat’. Hence, it Ought to be 
uttered 'Galyat' and not 'Golyat'. According to the same system of PUNCtuation 
when two long as successively occur together, the first one is shorteneq i 
conventionally, is uttered as if a short ‘o' sound, so, it is uttered 'Golyit', Thete 
technicalities of the Massorites of the 2 century A.D. were by no means bing. 
ing in any way on the Israelites of David's time no later than the 8" century BC, 
let alone on the Canaanites and their hero, Goliath, who was slain by David, 
Yet, since it is impossible today for any linguist to correctly guess the exact 
Canaanite pronunciation of the original Canaanite name, I have no choice 
but to explain the Biblical Goliath in terms of Hebrew grammar and Mas- 
sorite punctuation, 'Golyat'. Then, I shall proceed to prove that the Koranic 
Jaliit' is a highly erudite explanative Arabicization of the Biblical 'Golyat. 
S88 


(1) Joseph Horovitz, op. cit., P. 18-19. 

(2) Groups of scribes and Bible scholars who were working between the 2” and 11" 
centuries A.D. Each group compiled a system of pronunciation and grammatical 

the form of diacritical notes on the external form of the Biblical text in a7 

the pronunciation, paragraph and Verse divisions and cantillation of the 

the Tanakh, for the worldwide Jewish community. 


yor™ a 
partic ular word is derived, Now, te 
the GLA (originally GLY), the on 
en ater participle gol (fem. ‘gol’, Yet, 
q er participle frequency assumes in t 
fe rahe paradigmatic 'gola’). Hebrew 8rammarians had to suppose the 
wae’ gol. That is, - may legitimately Suppose a second form of the 
if Je ‘goli’ and 'goliyya’ beside the paradigmatic 'golé’ and ‘gold’. 
| of the feminine in Hebrew nouns (ie. fi 
: he the suffix 't sound, which is conserved j 
a pave an abstract signification. An exampl 
ag * which is derived from the Hebrew tr 
Ai 4 ‘nah’, fem. 'naha'), where ‘nahat', which i 
F io articiple from NWH, becomes a verbal 
{ 2 4 ot the state of being. 


nal ‘a') was originally 
n feminine participial 
e of this is the Hebrew 
iliteral NWH (present 
$ originally a feminine 
noun that denotes the 


ghe same manner, ‘Golyat may be an ancient infinitival form from 
- from the possible feminine present participle 'goliyya’, which 
—«G a Jightened into 'golya’, with the suffixal 't' sound). 


i, . gly, ‘Golyat' would mean either (I) the being who is exiled; or 
vq) the being who is conspicuous, 
— () 


| 1G 

ag we said before, Goliath is Biblically recognized as a chief (Hebrew 
”" cf. 1. Sam. XVII: 23) of the Philistine troops. This man was slain in the 
: and was not taken prisoner by the Israelites. He never experienced 
or captivity. Thus, the Israelites could not name him captive or exile. 


degrading appellative could neither be assumed by the Philistine 
nor be given to him by the Philistines who knew him as their 


alytical & Chaldee Lexicon, op. cit., Tables of Paradigms, Section XXIV, p.51, 


rison, TEACH YOURSELF BOOKS, Biblical Hebrew, 11 impression, 1986, 
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Therefore, the second meaning, i.e. the being who is 
= CO 


ms 


conspicuousness is the only possible meaning that befits tet, 
§ the pps 


ilj 


% 


‘Golyat’. 
eit “in 


The verb ‘jala’ which denotes in Arabic the Notion 
‘evidence’, ‘conspicuousness’, etc., and from which is derive a C Cathe. 
noun jaliyy', evident, conspicuous, etc., is derived from ie the a ject 
JLW, which is identical to the Hebrew triliteral GLA. aan. Tabic ty Mn, 
jala' (without the final guttural stop in the infinitive [jala’]) o the Ara, 
combination ‘ibn-jala’ (literally, son of Jala), notability qe he 8, j my 
etc., which befits a champion or hero, such as Philistine Ghee Mo Nig 

In fact, the Koranic ‘Jaliit' corresponds to this Arabic combj 
Jala’, which is the emphatic adjectival noun from the Weed n. 
ae Jaliit' is coined after 'Tagiit' from TGY, which Means ne JLW, The 
or oppress’, to onomastically explain the Biblical 'Golyat' Over Wheln 

Glorified be He, the Speaker in the Kor. | 
, an, th 
Knowing! © Almighty and the All 
QYOQ4O2YS 


XLII. David 
(Kor. 'Dawiid’) 


DPF 
the pharaoh 
moved into 
t was 


; resent research that Ramses Il is 
“sa a ‘tec should have 


d hast beloved king of the Israelites, 


the geo” wyeit 749 B.C.) after reigning 33 years in 


clear that David should be situated among 
and not the 1 intained by many schol- 


unfounde dus took place under 


d assumption that Exo 
5% century B.C. an II of the 13% 


d not under Ramses 


d' is phonetically different from the Biblical 
ated in the Biblical and post-Biblical Hebrew, 
during the Jewish Di- 
aspora in Europe, into the Biblical Hebrew ‘David’ (English 'David’). 
‘The phonetic transition of the written 'w', when being initial in a word 
or syllable (such as 'Da-wid’) or when being final, into a ‘v' sound is 
Eeprelsted to 'spirantization' (i.e. mutation of the letters ‘b’, ‘d’, 
~ , 't’, when they occur after a vowel sound, into ‘v', 'd', 'g', 'k’, 
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‘f', 't' respectively) which, under the influence of HOnte 

Ogy, Was introduced into the Aramaic and, therefrom, ten 

languages around the 6" century B.C., no earlier than vy es, 

after David. " cg, ¢, 
tit 


In the Koran, David was both a Prophet and a King wh 

deed, the first and the last of a kind in the whole reco, deg ne i 
Prophethood, with the sole exception of his son anq tititieap ‘ 
cessor, King Solomon. The Koran stresses David's Prophetho. Se 
is, David was a remarkable Prophet who was distinguisheg Thy 
Prophets by receiving the ‘Psalms’ (Koranic 'Az-Zabiir', the 4 Othe, 
our next onomastic note) which was Divinely revealeq to ita of 
Exalted be He, says: ; 


{"...And indeed, We have preferred some of the Prophet; 
above others, and to Dawiid (David) We gave the Zabiir 
¢ Psalms). ‘i; [Kor. Al-Esra@ (The Night Journey): 55] 


However, in the Jewish Bible, there is almost no reference to D. 
Prophethood or to any of the texts which were Divinely revealed 
him. Rather, the Jewish Bible speaks of an Angel who appeared to A 
and states that the Psalms are his own self-composed lyrics, Owin 
perhaps to the unusual number of Prophets in the history of the Ista- 
elites from Abraham to Jesus, successive Prophethoods became Usual 
and commonplace. Hence, the importance which the Israelites attach 
to their Prophets is related to the importance of each Prophet’s historic 
deeds. Even their great Prophet Abraham, the forefather of all Proph- 
ets after him, was only important to them for being the ‘Patriarch’, the 
man who drew for them their dreamy geopolitical map and obtained 
for them the so-called Divine Decree to appropriate the Holy Land, 
in which he was a stranger. Likewise, Moses's Prophethood was al- 
most nothing compared to his character as the greatest miracle-maker, 
leader and lawgiver. 


_ (2) See, e.g,, Grammaire d’Araméen Biblique, Beauchesne Editeur, Paris, 1988, p.27- 


avid’ 


pul- Ayd and other Prophets and Kings David | 


o gaclites’ great Prophets were to them great historic men more than 
ge pets of God. Such a worldly attitude was indeed responsible for 
ge pal Bible to contain such filthy tales on account of the Prophets 
the cuch as the fabricated fornication of Prophet Lot with his own 
gor’ and of Judah, the fourth son of Jacob, with Tamar, his daughter 
aut o bore him Pharez"” [Gen. XXXVIII: 16-18 and 29], the future 
ip ther of the ‘beloved’ King David. As for the latter, the boldfaced 
gy scribe tells us that he ‘officially’ kidnapped Beth-Sheba, the wife 
4 offices Uriah the Hittite, who was then in a battle, raped her in his 
of palace and sent her back pregnant to her house. Informed of the 
om which spread among his subjects, the sinful king sent for Uriah 
* prought back from fs ah and ordered him to go down unto his 
tee, evidently to meet his — so that her sudden pregnancy while he 
absent in the battle could be justified. The poor officer, whose honour 
we eeply wounded, answered as if sermonizing David: 


{"The ark and Israel and Judah abide in tents; and my lord Joab 
(leader of the army in battle), and the servants of my lord, are 
encamped in the open fields; shall I then go into mine house, to 
eat and to drink, and to lie with my wife? as thou livest, and as 
thy soul liveth, I will not do such a thing"} (Il. Sam. XI: 11] 


With such an attitude, Uriah signed his own death-sentence. David sent 
poor Uriah back bearing a letter from David to Joab saying: 


{"Set ye Uriah in the forefront of the hottest battle, and retire ye 
from him, that he may be smitten and die"} [I. Sam. XI: 15] 


- Joab accomplished the command. This is the scribal image of Prophet 
; _ David in the Jewish Bible: A fornicator and a killer! 


In fact, as depicted by the aforementioned scribe, David’s image was 
‘Do that of a Prophet communicating directly with God through angles, 
but of a sinning King unto whom God sent a ‘Prophet' to teach and ser- 
monize. After Uriah’s death, David wedded Uriah’s widow, Beth-Sheba, 
bore David a son who was the fruit of their fornication. God sent 


deed two twins; Pharez and Zarah, ibid. XX XVIII: 30. 
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David a ‘Prophet’ who was called ‘Nathan’. Nathan tojg Day; 
Wrath on him for the wrong he had commited, saying: 
("Wherefore hast thou despised the commandment Of the | 
to do evil in His sight? Thou hast killed Uriah the } Henge 
the sword, and hast taken his wife to be thy wife, ang hip th 
him with the sword of the children of Ammon? Now, , ate ain 
the sword shall never depart from thine house; because ; Hoi ‘ re, 
despised Me, and hast taken the wife of Uriah the Hj tHite we 
thy wife. Thus saith the Lord: Behold, I will raise up ey) ne be 
thee out of thine own house, and I will take thy wives before mi 
eyes, and give them unto thy neighbour, and he shall lie with a 
wives in the sight of this sun. For thou didst it secretly; by, I ih 
do this thing before all Israel, and before the sun. And Dayig hy 
unto Nathan, I have sinned against the Lord. And Nathan said 
unto David, The Lord also hath put away thy sin; thou shal, a 
die. Howbeit, because by this deed thou hast given great Occasion 
to the enemies of the Lord to blaspheme, the child also tha, is 


born unto thee shall surely die."} (II. Sam. xi 9-14) 


In fact, this cannot be a reproach by God to a Prophet of His, byt ‘ 
curse by God addressing a wicked sinner. 

Regardless of being a Prophet, a King or both, David was in the eyes of 
the Jews the most ‘beloved’ Biblical character of all times. He was the real 
founder of the first, and unified, Kingdom of all Israel; the brave young 
man who slew, with a stone, the fearful Philistine giant Goliath, and the 
magnificent warrior who subdued with the sword all the surrounding 
enemies of Israel. In the 5" year of the reign of his grandson Rehoboam, 
David’s Kingdom of Israel was divided less than half a century after him, 
Quarrels, corruption, conspiracies and wars among subsequent Kings in 
Northern Israel and Southern Judah accelerated the irreversible fall. In 586 
B.C., less than two centuries after David’s death in 749 B.C., according to 

our calculations stated earlier, the Holy City was ravaged, and the Temple 
of Jerusalem was destroyed by the armies of Babylonian Nebuchadnezzar, 
who deported one-third of the population of Judah into Babylon to live 


———— 


ad Dul-Ayd and SEE STOP One ON pavid W417 


a” ess of captivity and to cherish the memories of lost grandeur. In 
pitté at distress such as the Babylonian Captivity, which has marked 
the Jewish character and psychology ever since, it was normal 
wd gheP of the Diaspora to ak refuge in the expectation of a redeeming 
go jn the likeness of their 'beloved' David, a man of the sword and a 
es theif imagination. When the 'Messiah' came at last, in the tradition 
yer? : essengers of God, preaching morality and peacefulness, they could 
ofthe ognize in Jesus their expected Messiah. The Jews could only but 
got der the ‘impostor’ Messiah to Pilate Pontius to have him crucified. 


i Per 


all Hebrew scholars unanimously understand the name of David 
| . ‘pawid’) in terms of the unused Hebrew triliteral DWD, which is 
PE edt be the equivalent of the Hebrew (used) triliteral YDD meaning 
re Hence, ‘dawid’, in the passive sense, means ‘beloved. 
to 


variably written d-w-d all through the Jewish Bible, except in the 
nicles (Book I and Book II) where it is written d-w-y-d, David’s name 
id only be dotted by the Massorites to read 'Dawid', under the influence 
<a ch a persistent 'y in the Chronicles which was compiled not earlier 
an the late 5% century B.C.. The Book II of the Chronicles ends with a 
yotation from Cyrus, the King of Persia, who was determined to restore 
the Temple of Jerusalem [II. Chr. XXXVI: 22-23], which is decisive in the 
gense that the Jews of his time pronounced the name as ‘Dawid’, and not 


otherwise. 

But why did all former scribes before the two books of Samuel write 
it ‘Dwd' without vocalization? Is it because the name of ‘David’ was 
pronounced differently before the Babylonian captivity? How could any 
Hebrew triliteral word with a middle radical 'waw’ be written in Hebrew 
unyocal script, eg. 'dwd', 'nwh’, etc., to read ‘dawid’, ‘nawih, etc., with a 
penultimate long 'y’ sound? The answer is categorically that there is not even 
one example in the whole Biblical Hebrew. That is perhaps why the scribe 
eu the two Chronicles who heard it pronounced 'Dawid' had to provide, 
0 atrary to his predecessors, the ‘absent’ penultimate long 'y' sound. 


(1) See, under DWD, The Analytical Hebrew & Chaldee Lexicon, op. cit., P. 147. 
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In fact, there is not even one word in Biblical Hebrew wh 
from a middle ‘w' triliteral (such as DWD) which is phones; lich ig de, 
on ‘the (Dawid) model’ except only one sole word: (‘awil), ree ally toga 
from the Hebrew triliteral “WL. Yet, this word is again rhe Wig 
unvoeal script with a clear, glaring, penultimate long ‘y' iting. in ws, 
uel’s David, which is written ‘d-w-d’.  UDlike ty 
Indeed, there exists in Biblical Hebrew the other ‘legit; 
which is written and pronounced in the same manner, ‘dod’ ae dy, 
the normal past participle form of all middle 'waw' ver}, ‘is ‘e whi. @ 
from which the name David is alleged to be derived. A, the ne ag Dwy 
participle form which is derived from the Hebrew Dwp, hie Pay 
mate ‘déd' meant and still means ‘beloved’ in the Modern liste, legig: 
identical signification given to the name David, which is Written ti the 
to (the legitimate) ‘déd' with the same meaning, but Pronounces <Mticg 
ently as ‘Dawid’. diffe, 
Now, since both 'd-w-d’s' are perfect synonyms, why are they dig 
pronounced? On what basis? On what authority? *Tently 


If the name David was ‘meant’ to mean ‘beloved’, just like the m 
legitimate 'd-w-d', why is it not pronounced 'Déd', which is similar to 
original form written in Samuel's? : 

If both 'dawid' and ‘déd' are perfect synonyms, which are legitimately 
derived in the passive sense from the same triliteral DWD, why is o aly 
‘dawid' strictly unusable in place of ‘déd' in the sense of ‘beloved! as an 
adjective or adjectival noun? 

Moreover, if David recognized the notion of 'belovedness' in his own 
name ‘Dawid’, why did he, in surnaming his son Solomon ‘beloved of 
God’, say 'Yadid-iyya' and not 'Dawid-iyya’, providing his own name in the 
compound appellative? 

Indeed, to phonetically mutate David’s name so as to mean ‘the beloved- 
one’ in the time of the scribe of the two Chronicles, the original name 
could not have been 'Déd' representing ‘Dawid’, since, in that case, such an 


original 'Déd' would not have to be mutated at all. 


_Ayd and other Prophets and Ki , 
iad Dul-Ayd ngs David W419 


ither 'D8d' nor' should indeed have been uttered in 
m 0 time as neither Déd' nor 'Dawid' but nearer to the pre-Koranic 


py al rey a — ee Arabs, who were contemporaries of 
ge avid should have uttered his name identical or nearest to King 


o 


ame, as We shall soon see, 


vids ® 
's 
D ttering. 
avon 

p OEE 


oints need to be considered. 


tthe utterance of 'Dawiid' is meaningless in Arabic, simply because it 
piss ot derivable from any known Arabic root. It is then a foreign name 


Bch has been Arabicized. 
Ww 


. unlike ‘Dawid’, the Arabicized 'Dawiid' could be legitimately 
'q-w-d' in the Hebrew unvocal script. 


second 


itten 
Now, ifnot derived from the Hebrew triliteral DWD, from where could 
ha g-w-d' be derived to give the name ‘David’? 

su! 


the only possible hypothesis according to the Hebrew grammar is to 
guppose the combined form 'Di-Od', which was lightened into 'De-éd’, 
yhere ‘di’ means ‘of’, and ‘6d’ means ‘might’ or ‘strength’, exactly like 
the Hebrew 'Di-Zahab’, which literally means 'of gold’, a proper name of 
a place in the desert of Sinai“. As to the guttural stop (’) which occurs 
central in the original 'di-’-6d’, it is normally lost by elision in the process 
of combination. Hence, ‘Deéd' means ‘he of might’, i.e. 'the mighty-one’. 


A marvellous name, indeed, or probably a ‘surname’, which befits a 
young man who slew a fearful Philistine giant named ‘Goliath’ with a stone 
in his hand. 

Being miraculous enough, this is the Koran's precise and most erudite 


onomastic explanation of the name David, which was Arabicized as 
'Dawiid'. God, Glory be to Him, says: 
; {"...And remember Our slave Daéwiid (David), Dul-Ayd (the 

one endued with might)."} [Kor. Sad: 17] 


(1) For Hebrew ’WD, see The Analytical Hebrew & Chaldee Lexicon, op. cit., p. 11; for 
Hebrew ‘di’ and ‘Di-Zahab' in Deuteronomy I: 1, see Ibid., p.149. 
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The Koran translated ‘David’, originally the Hebrew 'Dex 
into the most conformable Arabic phrase meaning 'the o pia 
ite. ‘Dul-Ayd' in the Arabic Koranic text, and the equivalent 
Hebrew ‘di-éd'. 

Glorified be He, the Speaker in the Koran, 
knowing! 


(Dj. 
© With mgd 
Of the Ogi 


the Almighty and the All 


YOQCIYO 


e Greek word ‘psalmos » 
1 n’; 
twang with the fingers, from the Greek psallet 


ical i uch as the 
wich origi h or to pluck a stringed musical instrument es ae 
er. a collection of hymns or songs in praise © od. 


f 
das being Prophetic and they compos¢ the Book © 


bed to David in the Old Testament. 


pee. ascri 

which is ascr | ¥ 
ld hundred fifty Psalms composing such a book in the Holy Bi 
e 


de two psalms (No 72 and 127) which are marked as Solomon's; 
50 and 73-83) which are marked as Assaph’s, 2 Levite who 
ot singer of David, ten (No 42, 44-49, 84, 85 and 87) which are 
| oe to a group of men in David's court named sons of Korah, two 
Psalms (No 88 and 89) which are attributed to two Ezrahites, Heman 
and Ethan respectively and forty six (No 1, 2, 33, 43, 66, 67caus 90-100, 
104-107, 112-121, 125, 126, 128-130, 132, 134-137 and 146-150) which 
_ areleft authorless. This leaves only seventy eight Psalms which are clearly 
a mat ed as David's. 


was named after th 


means 4 


ite the forty six authorless Psalms which may also be considered 
and the two Psalms attributed to Solomon which are equally 
Prophetic as David's, we still have at least one sixth (twenty six Psalms) 
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of David's 'sacred' book which are still not David's; rather, 
ordinary men in David's court who have no right to the Pro Dhe “Y belo 
Hence, this non-Prophetic one sixth part of the Book Of Py sal tc tant 
alm ty 
Beg 


absolutely be deemed sacred or as being a Divine Revelation, 
This is but one more concrete example that, unlike the Glory 
the Holy Bible we have now is not ‘holy’ to the letter. Sug Kop, 


After all, the Muslim attitude in this regard is clear-cyt. Thére 
sacred in both the Old and New Testament except that which fia nothing 
confirms. In this sense, no word in the Book of Psalms, whomsoe tay 
recognized author, could be deemed as being Divinely revealed e, € ity 
which was revealed to David in conformity with the Koranic Vier na that 


{"...And, indeed, We have preferred some of the Prophets Over 
others and We gave Diiwiid (David) the Zabiir (Psalm, ). 
[Kor Al-Esra’ (The Night Journey). 55} 


HEE 


In its original Hebrew text, the book of David is entitled 'Tehillim’ tte 

‘exultations’) plural of the Hebrew "Tehilla’, a verbal noun jp the ‘ie, 
form derived from the Hebrew triliteral HLL, which means to me 
splendid, to boast, glory, etc.. These meanings do not Perfectly conform, 
with the Greek 'psalmos' which suggests a hymn sung with Musical ac. 
companiment, particularly the harp, but possibly with any stringed in. 
strument. The Greek translator, however, was easily induced to translate 
the Hebrew "Tehilla’' into the Greek ‘psalmos’, i.e. ‘psalm’, as each psalm of 
David was introduced in the Hebrew text by the Hebrew word ' mizmér, 
a chant or canticle, from the Hebrew ZMR, of which the 'pi‘l' form, ie. 
‘zimmer’, means to divide in units of metre in Verse and to sing, to chant 
or to play any musical instrument, not necessarily a harp or a stringed in- 
strument as suggested by the Greek ‘psallein’. The introductory Hebrew 
word ‘mizm6Gr' is often followed by a precise indication of the particular 
musical instrument or instruments accompanying each particular psalm. 


These indicated instruments are not always ‘stringed’, but may also be 
wind instruments, or others. 


a 


pawiid ulrAvd and other Prophets and Kings 


# ect of the Divinely inspired nature of g 
in ~ pavid’s proper, not even Solomon's, le 


‘The Psalms A 423 


uch psalms, | mean those 
t alone Assaph’s and other 
David's court, the ‘Divine’ 


: he particul ] ie 
are nded to the tune, the music or the indicate eet ar pa m, wae - 
po! ent, which are the work of David panying musica 


ins Communicating with His Prophets, 


God reveals Divine Words and 
w goods OF MUSIC. 
0 


OH 


e ‘psalms is translated in the Koran into the Arabic 'Zabiir' (with the 
pic definite article, Az-Zabiir) from the Arabic triliteral ZBR, which 
ges not exist ig Hebrew. suigia the Arabic possesses both the Hebrew 
a (from which the iach: Tehillim' is derived) and the Hebrew ZMR 
= which the Hebrew 'mizmor' is obtained), the Erudite Koran could 
not use ay of See mm eenENS the Hebrew name of the book of David 
creillim or 'Mizmorim’), simply because HLL and ZMR are not identi- 
cally alike in both sg and Arabic particularly with regard to the pre- 
cise semantic denotation imparted to the Hebrew HLL and ZMR either in 
designating the title of the book of David (‘Tehillim’), or in describing its 
contents ( 'Mizmorim’): 


1) The Hebrew "Tehillim', meaning exultations, from the Hebrew HLL in 
the ‘piel’ form ‘hillel’, is the only formal equivalent of the Arabic "Tahalil’ 
(ie. 'rejoicings'), which is semantically different. The Hebrew "Tehillim' 
means in Arabic "Tasabih’, ie glorifications, exultations, praises, etc.. It 
is derived from the different Arabic triliteral SBH. 


2) The Hebrew ZMR, from which the Hebrew 'mizmorim is derived, means 
_ inits simplest form to cut or to prune. Thus, the Hebrew 'zemora' means 
__ abranch or a bough. The Hebrew 'zimmer' means to divide in units of 
_ metre in Verse, to sing, to chant and to play any musical instrument. 
_ By contrast, the cognate Arabic ZMR, while retaining certain notions 
__ existing in the Hebrew ZMR, meaning to cut, to prune (such as present 
in the Arabic ZMR, which means to be reduced, lessened, from which 
the Arabic 'zomra(t); i.e. a group of people, and the Arabic 'zamiir’, i.e. 


ay 
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it does not denote a song or a chant, but the Particular ,,, ™izm, 
ment itself. Moreover, the Hebrew 'zammiar' which ieae, its 
formally identical to the Arabic 'zammiar' which meang Pipes Singe, 
the 'reed' or ‘flute’. "P layer, 
These technical semantic differences between the Hebrew 
ZMR from one side, and the Arabic HLL and ZMR from the L ang 
sult in the fact that both the Hebrew ‘Tehillim' and the es: my 
morim' have become ‘non-Arabicizable' for the Koran in thls ew! in 
the Arabic HLL or the Arabic ZMR. Consequently, and in cong ihe 
with the rule of Koran Onomastics, the Hebrew appellatiye bE oTmity 
of Psalms, 'Tehillim' or 'Mizmorim’, had to be Koranically dnt Bo 
‘Zabir' which, as we soon shall see, is the magnificent Koranic ae as 


tic translation of the Hebrew name. 
GEE 


Out of total unawareness with Biblical Hebrew, all Koran schola 
ts 


until now have failed, together with highly authoritative Arah linguists 
since the Koranic epoch, to grasp any linguistic relationship between 
the Koranic 'Zabiir' and the Hebrew 'mizm6r’, or to even know that the 
Hebrew title of the book of David was in fact 'Tehillim’, i.e. ‘exultations, 
which means in Arabic 'Tasabih’. 

So, they could only understand the Koranic 'Zabiir' in the passive sense 
from the Arabic ZBR, meaning to write, or to write carefully, ie. ina 
calligraphic manner. This hasty understanding of the Koranic 'Zabiir' by 


those highly authoritative Arab linguists and Koran scholars is evidently a 
disparagement of the Koran's unrivalled erudition since it is very awkward 
and meaningless to name the ‘book’ of David, the 'written-one' or even the 


‘calligraphically written-one’. God says: 


And, indeed, We have preferred some of the Prophets over 
__ others and We gave Diwiid (David) the Zabiir (Psalms)."} 


Cor \l-Esra (The Night Journey): 55] 
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Ko does not ae David’s book from the other Divinely 
1 poly books by being a ‘calligraphically written text’ since we can- 
Pg ystand the abovementioned Verse ag meaning “We distinguish 
m other Prophets by having calligraphically written the text We 
yi » This will ve hate nonsense, of course, with due apology to those 
Pst dard Arab linguists and Koran exegetes who could not do better, 


jack of knowledge of Biblical Hebrew and of the original Hebrew 


108 yid’s Book of Psalms. 


ct, David's Psalm were not revealed in any book-form, but rather 


«me oral Sadetvdind aa So until they were written down by 
a + self OF . 

.4 hims 

avid 


Had Arab linguists and Koran scholars known the precise meaning 
so riginal Hebrew name of David’s Book of Psalms, so as to find the 
"istic relation between the Koranic 'Zabiir' and the Hebrew 'mizmor’, 
would have realized that they should deepen their research into the 
wes most primary meaning of the Arabic ZBR. I mean, the meaning 


on which the Arabic ZBR had developed to mean ‘to write distinctly’ in 
calli graphic manner. 
a 


Ip 


eG 


The unlearned Orientalists and Koran opponents“ alleged that the 
prophet (PBUH) misheard the Hebrew ‘mizm6r' for 'mizbér' think- 
ing it identical to the Arabic 'mazbiir' which he skilfully changed into 
the Koranic ‘Zabiir' with the same passive sense from the Arabic ZBR, 
meaning to write, or to write distinctly. This is bad enough of such pre- 
tentious scholars who ought to have known that Arabic, unlike Hebrew, 
has both ZBR and ZMR. A shepherd as Prophet Mohammad (PBUH) 
used to be in his early youth was more likely to recognize the Arabic 
ZMR, i.e. to play on the reed (Hebrew 'mizm6r' which is formally akin 
to the Arabic 'mazmiir' and 'mizmiar’, i.e. a reed) than to mistake it for 
the Arabic ZBR, meaning to write distinctly, which is impossible in 

_ Hebrew. 
a 
" (W)Joseph Horovitz, op. cit., P. 61. 
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In like manner, Arabic translators of the Jewish Bible, 
serious Arab writers, translate the Hebrew 'mizmér’, » Meanin Well a 
or a chant, into the Arabic 'mazmit' (plural 'mazamir'), .. ina ey 
Dawiid’, ie. David's Psalms, which is utterly wrong. ‘Tha, is, 
‘mazmiir' isnota song, but the'reed' or the ‘flute’ itself. The 4, rab he © Arg " 
may at most be taken in the passive sense from the Arabic 1 eet 
means to play the flute, as meaning a ‘tune’ played on the flute. p,. "dich 
again, it could not be identical to the Hebrew 'mizmér' » Which denote “te, 
or chant that is not necessarily uttered with any musical accom *&6on, 
and if any, the accompanying instrument should not partic ularly 
case, be the ‘flute’. 


That is why, without any authenticity of course, Dayig has beg 
reputed to be the most marvellously skilful ‘flutist’ in Arabic legend, 


eee 


Ancient Semitic handwritings, including of course ancient 
script, were wholly cursive in the sense that a whole sentence oy a Whol 
line was written as if one single word (example: ‘ancientsemitichang, 
ritings' etc.). Such extremely cursive script, of which some examples are 
conserved in certain stone-inscriptions, was indeed a serious handicap 
for accurate, easy ‘decipherment' of any text written in such a manner 
was not until Ishmael, son of Abraham, we are told, that Arabic words in 
a line or sentence became to be written disconnectedly (such as, in the 
above example, ‘ancient Semitic handwritings’, etc.). This style of writing, 
which was ‘introduced’ to ease the reading of Arabic lines which were then 
built of disconnected, perfectly separated words as distinct elements ina 
brickwork, was in fact responsible for the use of the Arabic ZBR in the 
sense of 'to write’ and, more properly, 'to perfect one’s writing’, and for the 


use of the Arabic 'zabiir' (in the passive sense from ZBR) for a ‘book ora 
‘script’ which is neatly written. 


fi “0 » why 'ZBR' in particular? The basic notion in the Arabic ZBR is 
lumpiness’. Thus, the Arabic ‘zorba(t)' (plural ‘zobar’) literally means 
r al-hadid’, i.e. lumps of iron, in the Koranic Verst 

ed’ as saying: 


Arabic 


i 
7 


Dul- Ayd and other Prophets and Kings 
' ngive me lumps (blocks) of iron... 


'), ie. ‘brickwork § 
pul-bind’) Uuildings’, 6 
we from anything) ‘Le. 'to discourage aende bricklaying; ZBR 


(eo the Koranic 'zobor' (p} , _ + 8 if to cut off from, to 
as in Plural of ‘zabiiy! brte: 
i verse: '), Meaning ‘sects’ in the 


ora disbelievers) 
nput they ( ave broken their re] amon 
i 
them into sects, each group rejoicing in what is a (as Z 
peliefs "3 [Kor, Al-Mo'meniin (The Believers): 53] 
his latter ‘zobor' must be distinguished 


cpmeans ‘books' such as in the Koranic 


grand every thing they (disbeliey 


A ers) have done is noted in 
their Records (of deeds)"} [Kor. Al-Qamar (The Moon): 52] 


ahis is the first yey meaning of the Arabic ZB 
«ite cks, lumps, pieces, etc., from which other secon 

igissect’ tO ‘bricklay’ for buildings, 
escre ge from’ in the sense of to 'cut 


derived 
Indeed, versified speech or metrically ‘divided’ lines is just 'imbricated’ 
words divided by units of measure. In this latter sense, the Arabic ZBR is 
similar to the Hebrew ZMR, as meaning to cut or divide in pieces and, with 
reference to rhythmical pieces, to hymn or to chant. In this particular sense 
the Koranic 'Zabiir' is to be understood in respect of David’s book; A book 
__ yersified, i.e. a book of poems or chants, not a book that is ‘well-written’. 


TIKOt. AL-Kaht (The Cave); 96} 


from the homonymous ‘zobor' 
Verse: 


R, meaning to form 
dary senses, such as 
to 'write words disconnectedly’, to 
off from’, to ‘divide from’, etc. were 


It should be noted, however, that in such a latter sense 'Zabiir' is 
properly a Koranic word, i.e. absolutely unknown in pre-Koranic Arabic, 
that is Koranically coined from the Arabic ZBR for the special purpose of 
mt 


 onomastically explaining the Hebrew name of the Book of Psalms which is 
aDivine Revelation to David. 


Consequently, the Koran had to explain the Koranic 'Zabiir' itself by 
portrayal or imagery in the following Koranic Verses, in the sense of ‘chants’ 
1 ' 


WT 2° tC. ee ee cere en eee 


| 
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{"Be patient (O Mohammad) of what they say, ana reme 
Our slave Dawiid (David), endued with power, Verily, he. Me 
ever oft-returning in all matters and in repentance Phan s 
God). Verily, We made the mountains to hymn (Ouy Prat 
with him [Dawiid (David)] in the ‘Ashi (i.e. after the A: 
day till sunset) and Ishriig (i.e. after the sunrise till yn; dite d. 
And (so did) the birds assembled: all obedient to him (Dive, 
(David)] (i.e. they came and glorified God’s Praises along te 
him). We made his kingdom strong and gave him Al-Hikmap, 
(Prophethood) and sound judgment in speech and decision») 
[Kor. Sad: 17-29] 
{"And indeed We bestowed grace on Dawiid (David) from, Us 
(saying): O you mountains and birds. Glorify God with him 


And We made the iron soft for him."} 
[Kor. Saba’ (Sheba): 10] 


Praise is due to God, the Speaker in the Koran, the Omnipotent the 
Omniscient and the Most-Gracious! 
QOASQYO 


XLIV. Solomon 


(Kor. 'Solayman’) 


oranic ‘Solayman’ is undoubtedly a pre-Koranic word. It is an original 

ic name which is and was very current among the Arabs of all times. 

its very form, 'Solayman' is the diminutive of another Arabic name, 

salman’ which is equally common among Arabs. As we soon shall see, it 

isthe precise equivalent of ‘Selomé' (pronounced rather: Slomé), the He- 

name of King Solomon, David's son and immediate successor in both 

—Kingship and Prophethood. The form of the name in the Syriac, also in the 

aic, is ‘Selem6n' with an appended 'n'. The Evangelic Greek 'Solom6n' 
[Matt. VI: 29] is the ultimate source of the English ‘Solomon’. 


tis derived from the common Semitic triliteral SLM (Hebrew SLM and 
Arabic SLM), originally meaning to be entire, whole (Latin ‘solus’), intact, 
etc. but specifically to be or have peace, to be peaceable, to pacify, etc.. The 
Hebrew ‘Selom6' is built of a stem-word, 'salém’, in addition to an append- 

ed augmentative 'd' (i.e. Salém + 6), but, according to the Hebrew phonol- 
“ogy, yowels in the stem-word, 'Salém'’, because of being constructed with an 
a appended suffixal 'd', had to be shortened in favour of the added augmen- 
x tative, Thus, the already short ‘a’ is further shortened into a feeble, almost 
silent, 'e', and the stress on the penultimate (the vowel 'o' in the original 


a 
j 


i ‘além') is moved to the appended augmentative resulting in ‘Selom + 6'. 


; 
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The first element ‘Selom’, originally ‘Salim’, means ( dasa 
peacefulness, peaceableness; and (II) as an adjective: pegcgs, |" p, 
as well as the peaceful-one, and the peaceable-one, The Soc, * Peac, 
ie. the appended stressed ‘6’, is only meaningful if, and only a Alen, 
to Hebrew grammar, construed as an apocope, i.e. abbreviat, ac ona 
the Hebrew ‘-én', which is precisely the sign of the dim; rtity, 4, th Ny 
particular construction. * i 94% 

As stated earlier in our onomastic note on the name of ‘Aaron’ ; 
be noted that ‘diminutiveness', which normally marks ‘smaling it P uy 
physical or moral, also denotes ‘endearment’, such as in the En ss, ty 
ny!’, which means 'my dear son!’, rather than 'my small son" Blish Sone 

Solomon’s birth to David from Beth-Sheba, ex-wife of Uriah, wh 
vid sent to death in order to marry his widow according to thie Bibi Da 
count, or whom David enjoined to divorce Beth-Sheba in o;, dens Teal ag. 
her according to the Koranic account, a deed for which, in both vi Mary 

vid incurred upon himself Divine Wrath and had to atone, ruck oh a 
Solomon by Beth-Sheba was taken by David as a sign of Teconciliatig of 
the Lord. The name ‘Selom6' given to the baby 'Solomon’, the Peace. OW 
modelled on the diminutive in token of endearment. mak 
Since the precise Arabic equivalent of the Hebrew ‘Salim’, as 4 sub; 

tive, i.e. peace, peacefulness and peaceableness, is the Arabic ‘salam’ a 
or ‘salm’, and as an adjectival noun, i.e. peace-maker, Pacificator, an 
precisely 'salman', which, when modelled on the Arabic diminutive, i 
comes 'solayman’, then, the Koranic 'Solaymin' is the perfect homonymoy, 
synonym of the Hebrew ‘Selom6'. 

Consequently, the name ‘Solomon’, Hebrew 'Selom<'’, is magnificently 
explained in the Koran by Onomastic Arabicization. 

Yet, incurable Orientalists among the opponents of Koran who, never. 
theless ought to have known better, unashamedly criticize the Koran for the 
final 'n' in the Arabic ‘Solayman' which is dropped in the Hebrew ‘Seloms' 
accusing the miraculous Book of having been influenced by the Aramaic 


er, 


(1) Joseph Horovitz, op. cit., P. 23. 
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‘Selemén'’, or vice versa, and also of " 
enue form 'Solaymin’ instead of the ogi lig mi 
in, biased opinion, COrr™\ponds mote to the Hebrew ‘Selomé|, forget- 
apt spat poth 'Solayman’ and ‘Salman’ end with afformative ‘an’ which they 
8 eady criticised. site they ought to have proposed ‘Salm’ instead 
ee golayman' or ‘Salman’! 
| criticism is indeed idle talk, unworthy of any serious comment. 
_ ™ orientalists, who are examples of biased, unscholarly Orientalism, 
B @ pe referred, together with their potential followers, to our linguistic 
Barks stated above. 

% IC NCNG) 


XLV. Elijah 
(Kor. 'Elyas’) 


= 
of the prophet Elijah (Hebrew 'Eliyya's origin 
ch arabicized into the Koranic ‘Elyas, followin 
jch has ae gnificently explained in the Koran by an Onoma 


ally 'Eliyyabu')» 
g the current 
stic 


e analysed as follows: 


onymy: 
'Bliyyahu should b 
which means in Englis 


brew 


the He 

sl (god) * j(my) + ¥ 
ig the Lord’. 

In spite of the 
‘pias, the most er 
the very meaning 0 
‘Bliyyahu’, as meaning 

In fact, the name Elijah 
explained by an Onomastic Synonymy in 
___{"And verily, Iliyas (Elias) was one of the Messengers. When 
ia he said to his people, ‘Will you not fear God? Will you call 

oT upon Ba'l (a well-known idol of his nation whom they used 


shu (for Yehwa), h 'My God 


obscured in the Greek 


insightfully illustrates 
brew form, i.¢. 


fact that this Hebrew 'Eliyyahu' is 
udite Koran, as we soon shall see, 
f the name ‘Elijah’ in its original He 
‘My God is the Lord’. 

(Hebrew ‘Eliyyahu’, lit., 'My God is the Lord' 
the following Koranic Verses: 


) is 


) After which 'Eliyyahu' has been Arabicized in the Koran. 
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to worship) and forsake the Best of creators, Go Bh ans 
and the Lord of your forefathers?’ But they denieg him mer 


(Elias)], so they will certainly be brought forth (1, z iva, 
© Pun. 


ishment), Except the chosen slaves of God. And We | 
him (a goodly remembrance) among the later genera, 
‘Saliimun (peace) be upon Ilydsin (Elias)! Verily, huge Ons, 
reward the Muhsinin (good-doers, who perform e004 A We 
totally for God's sake only. Verily, he was one of Oxy, tei 

ing slaves. "} [Kor. As-Saiffit (The Rangers): 123. tay 


HE GE 


Elijah is mentioned by name three times in the Whole Kora 
Al-Aniim (Cattle): 85, Kor As-Siffit (The Rangers): 123. MK 
As-Saffat (The Rangers): 130]. His name in the third, and last, time Or, 
differently as 'E] Yasin' instead of his usual Koranic name 'Elyag! ; Spelt 
first element in the Hebrew 'El-i-yahu', which denotes the Name aes 
in Biblical Hebrew, is detached from the rest of the Koranic name ‘| “ 
Moreover, the second element ‘yas’ is modified into ‘Yasin’, Former ii 
exegetes and scholars could partly guess that the reason behind modifying 
yas’ into 'Yasin' is assonance so that the Verse in question (Verse No 139) 

rhymes with the immediately preceding Verse-endings. As to the other 
modification, which is indeed more serious (i.e. detaching the element 'py 
from the rest of the name), it needed a thorough acquaintance with the 
Biblical Hebrew to analyze the name ‘Elias’ in its primary Hebrew form 
Eliyyahu', which was unknown to Koran scholars of the time, so that the 


question was disregarded and hence unresolved. 

This detachment of the element 'El' from the rest of the name testifies 
not only to the Koran Divine Credibility but also and particularly to the 
Prophet Mohammad's sublime scholarship which is unexpected of the 
Prophet whose followers admiringly believe to be ‘unlettered’, and whose 
opponents grudgingly accuse of ‘imposture’. 

Indeed, assonance which Koran uses to modify the Koranic 'Elyas' into 
‘Elyasin’ has absolutely nothing to do with writing 'El' disconnected from 
the rest of the name, i.e. 'El' 'Yasin', where 'El' appears as an independent 


! 


pul Ayd and other Prophets and Kings yah i “ 
pe Arabicized Hebrew name. Absolutely nothing proves the 


aL 

int 

on ief that the ee was miswritten the third time leaving a ‘blank’ 
or mT and ‘Yasin’ inattentively; 


sin the ‘gap’ between the two elements 
‘on purpose The second and last letter in the element ‘BI’, Le. the 
jeft written in the Arabic script with a glaring final '! shape” and is 


yet" ple so as to specify an intentional pause between ‘EI’ and "Yasin’ 
rance of the Arabicized Hebrew name, and to stress that the part 

po ne independent word. Evidently, the scribe could not venture to 
gi a thing of his own as opposed to the two other times in which the 
written 'Elyas' in one word; rather, he was ordered to do so by 
A crating persom i.e. the Prophet (PBUH), who, by the Grace of God, 

pierce the initial structure of the original Hebrew name of which 
( yebrew ‘God’) forms a distinct part. For monotheists in general and 
gt gin particular, such penetrating knowledge is taken for granted in 
ect of God’s Messengers, but how could a person who is known to be 
fe ettered’ and consequently incapable of deciphering Arabic script, have 

own the difference in shape between the final 'l' and the initial or middle 
one? sit not by itself a cogent argument that the Prophet (PBUH), who is 
: monly agreed to be unlettered before the mission, came to read and 
write by the Grace of God immediately thereafter? 


As for writing the second element in the name '-yasin' for '-yas' in the 
form ‘El Yasin’, considerations of assonance as exposed by former Koran 
scholars hold good, of course. But I should add that, by the mere fact of 
having a disconnected 'El' from '-yas' in the original 'Elyas’, the consonantal 

remainder became the two letters 'y' and 's', which resemble ‘ya and ‘sin’ 
_sespectively in Arabic script, as if to scan the name into three distinct parts: 

Hl+y+s (pronounce: El + ya + sin). Such an explanation is more becoming 
- Koran erudition than to say that the Koran was incapable of keeping rhyme 
‘without breaking Arabic orthography and Arabic grammar, according to 


4 (1) Among letters of the Arabic alphabet, wholly composed of twenty-eight characters, 
; - twenty letters, one of which is the letter 'l', take a distinguished different shape when 


will be further elaborated in our coming onomastic note on the name 
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non-Arab) proper name such as 'Elyas' 

Arabicized after the Greek ‘Elias’, is only liable to have ei Which 

(Arabic sound that marks the final letter of the word to te a Da, bee, 

or ‘Fathah’ (Arabic sound that marks the final letter of th €NOte g shame 

a short 'a’) inflectional ending, and never a ‘Kasrah’ ( ad Word to Pi 9) 

marks the final letter of the word to denote a short ‘i’) tabic Soun “Not, 

alone the impossible “Tanwit’ (nunation) of foreign rebel El Yag: that 
i ley 


436 
which a foreign ( 


QOHOHS 


(1) Inflectional 
1 endings in the 
Arabi 
ag sie short 'o’, ‘a’ and = oe es, often unwritten, which in regard 
that's dative and genitive cases : sounds for the son iaathee eae 
sound, heard but not written, respectively. Nunation, or "Tanwin" in Arabic! 
following the i fl Sieending ic, is the 


wi 
4 


XLVI. Elisha 


(Kor. Alyasa‘) 
I) 

iplisha’, the successor of Prophet ‘Elijah’, is mentioned only twice 

Koran [Kor: Al-An‘am (Cattle): 86 and Kor. Sad: 48]. In both times 
a vanic name is written (Alyasa‘), with quiescent initial guttural stop 
ipe BO ) made by elision into the preceding 'wa-' (English ‘and’), according 
it miles of Arabic Phonology. 
we soon shall see, the name (Alyasa’) (Elisha), originally Hebrew 
) and ultimately Hebrew (Eli-yeéa’), is directly explained in the Koran 
c Arabicization. 


prophet 


isa 
by Onomasti 
rE 


According to Biblical scholars, the Hebrew (Eliga’) is contracted from 'Eli- 

(i), The latter form is to be analysed as follows: El + i + yeéa, where El 
_ God, i = my, yesa = deliverance or salvation, the verbal noun from the 
Hebrew triliteral YS‘, which is originally akin to the Arabic trilateral WS; 
meaning to be wide, or wide enough for, capable of accommodating, and to be 
capable of doing (something) in Arabic. In the causative form and with initial 
augmented aleph, or doubled middle radical, Arabic WS' also means to make 
wide for, to ease, loosen and to relieve from any distress or tight situation. 


(1) See, The Analytical Hebrew & Chaldee Lexicon, op. cit., p.27. 
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The latter meaning is the only semantic denotation remaining 
‘ In 
equivalent YS' (i.e. to deliver, save, rescue and to help or succousy. Ha, 
: &w 


Consequently, the Hebrew 'Elisa", which is contracted fro 
(where the second element ‘yesa", stands as a verbal-noy,, ik a Bij Vey 
e sq" 

Mea,, 


of ‘deliverance’, ‘salvation’, from the Hebrew YS‘), mean, tn h 
salvation’, i.e. 'my God saves (the infant so named)’, which sound, 7 
uttered by the naming father. * asa 
Indeed, Hebrew names which have been built on the root 
preceded (or followed) by God’ Name, El or Yehwa, are yt ¥S 
in several forms, like 'Elisa", "Yesa‘ya’, 'Yesa‘yahu', ‘HoSa‘ya' an : , 
which have been contracted into 'Yesiia". Regardless of the fesiet Siig 
combination 'God + Salvation’, the meaning of the name jg always ih Such 
(i.e. the one whom God saves). This point should be Carefully rem, Same 
in the context of our forthcoming treatment of the name Jesus’ * 2 
'YeSiia"), contracted from ‘YehoSsiia", which is commonly, byt We 
construed by Christians as the ‘Saviour’, not 'the one whom God ai Y; 
is in the Hebrew, and as it is explained in the Glorious Koran, yan 


SOE GE 


In order to give the literal onomastic explanation of the name "Elisha 
Hebrew ‘Elisa" (i.e. 'God saves'), the Glorious Koran should have saj d in 
Arabic 'Allah-u Yukalles', where the Arabic ‘Allah’ is the Hebrew 'EI’, and 
the Arabic 'Yukalles’, is derived from the Arabic triliteral KLS, which means 
to set free, relieve from distress, etc. But the magnificent Koran ig Not an 
ordinary translator, particularly in respect of the name ‘Elisha’ (Hebrew 
Elisa"), which is intended to be ‘explained’ through Arabicization, and how 
a magnificent Arabicization is the Koranic 'Alyasa". The first element, ‘Ay 
stands for ‘Allah’, Hebrew 'EI', and the second element 'yasa", stands for 
the third person singular present tense of the Arabic triliteral WS‘, which 
is originally equivalent of the Hebrew YS‘ which means in Arabic to make 
wide for, to relieve from distress, to disentangle, deliver. It is also equivalent 
of the Hebrew obsolete ‘yisa", which means he saves, he delivers, which 
replaced ‘yosia", or 'yosa’’, in the causative ‘hif el' form. This no longer used 
‘yisa", in the ground ‘gal' form, meaning he saves, delivers, as rendered by 


, anq 
Mon 


, j Dul Ayd and other Prophets and Kings 


‘ Misha b 499 


ad 


as? ", is in my ow brew 
bic ‘yasa y own Analysis (on the ¢ 
y ; ont 
hers, The Analytical Hebrew and Chaldee indians al 
Ose 


ition ff 'E “ 
eornranted eee en SIUEE Mt Vode » (Le my God ig salvation), into 


” yn plist”) better construed than such ‘i6a" 
aii! theists such as the Hebrews to Say 'my God is'or ‘my God has’ or ‘my 


oy pot be construed as originally ‘My God (is) salvation’ but directly 
ve (is) etc.’ which aon hypothetical 'El-i-yega" impossible. Rather, the 
eshould have scl intl » (ie. God saves), which has been lightened 
ili ga". Hence, ‘Elisa, is semantically equivalent of Koranic ‘Alyasa", 


mlb + Yasa", which means God widens for, disentangles, etc 
ii ae eis 
yebrew scholars may criticize our aforementioned analysis as follows: 


It is impossible to imagine obsolete 'yisa" in 'Bliga": This objection 
does not hold good in respect of Proper names often using obsolete 
forms, such as in the Hebrew name “omriyya' (for “omriyyahu’), 
servant of God, from the triliteral MR, which is unused in the ‘gal’ 
simple form in which “omér' (initial “omr-' in ‘omriyya’') is unused 
simple present participle of ‘gal’. 
Hebrew YS; in the unused ‘gal’ simple form, from which our 
aforementioned hypothetical '-yiSa" is derived, must have been an 
intransitive verb, i.e. to be saved, not to save, by the mere existence of 
the causative ‘hif'el’ used form ‘hosia", which means he saved, etc. Such 
argument does not hold good either, since in Semitic languages both 
simple and causative forms may have the same transitive denotation. 
In fact, the mere existence of the simple passive form 'nif‘al’, ie. 
‘nosa", from YS‘ is decisive in that ‘gal' simple form, obsolete ‘yisa", 
was originally transitive all right; or 
3) It is not heard from the Arabs that the name of God, Arabic ‘Allah’ 
could be abbreviated into our hypothetica ‘Alyasa", mentioned 
above. The Koran shouldb lentical to the Hebrew 
name of God 'EI', whic 
this possible objectic 


2 


~~ 
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could have mistaken Hebrew 'El' for Arabic 'A]-' the de fins 
since the Koran could marvellously decipher the same Hebe. Atticle 
the name of ‘Elijah’ or the Hebrew ‘Eliya’ (q. y.); (11) High Bh, 
Arabists recognize in the Arabic definite article ' Ale an aay 
form of ‘Al-ladi’, meaning he who, or that which, in the n 
singular. Those high-standard Arabists analyze the Pe "CU 
a contracted form of Arabic 'Al-Ilah’, i.e. 'the God’, o; God oe : 
To this I may add that even Semitic 'El', the Hebrew name robe 
is transformed from such Arabic definite article 'A}' = cn Go) 
‘he who’. Hence, the Hebrew 'Yehwa’, literally means He os of 
According to such latter analysis, the Arabic 'AlJlih' could 5 te ] 
mM 


'Al-Hu' which is identical to the Hebrew ‘Yehwa’, i.e. 'He who i 
€ 


It goes without saying that the above-going ‘lengthy’ elaborat 
for which I owe special apology to non-specialist readers uninteres 
in linguistic analysis, is mainly intended for possible Hebrew ae 
disagreeing with my view. 

QYOAMQYO 


XLVII. Dul Kefl 
(Biblical 'Hilkiah’) 


2) 


among the twenty-six Prophets mentioned in the Glorious Koran, 
including Mohammad (PBUH), the Prophet ‘Dul-Kefl’ is until now 

identified by Orientalistic Koran opponents) who are perplexed to see 
theProphet, in his ‘self-made’ Koran, naming a Prophet who is unmentioned 
in the Holy Bible! 


In order to identify the Koranic 'Prophet Dul-Kefl in terms of the 


Prophetic cycle to which he belongs, either one of three following hypotheses 
is possible: 


1) Hewas, like Koranic ‘Idris’ (q. v.), an ancient Prophet between 'Adam' 
and ‘Noah’. 

2) He was a Prophet between ‘Noah’ and ‘Abraham’, like 
and ‘Saleh’. 


3) He was one of the Prophets who came after 'Abrah 


In this latter case, Dul-Kefl might be either an Israelit 
Prophet who necessarily descends from Abraham accore 


- Verse stating that all Prophets after Abraham should be de 
i 
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{"And indeed, We sent Nuh (Noah) and Ibrahim (A brat, 
and placed in their offspring Prophethood and Scpj Ptuire am) 
>a 


among them there are some who are guided; but many of 1, 
are Fasigiin (rebellious, disobedient to God).”) &m 


[Kor. Al-Hadid (Iron). % 
* <6] 


Yet, as we soon shall see, there are some Koranic reasong Whic 
the third hypothesis, (i.e. that ‘Dul-Kefl’ was a post-Abr dha Pon 
Hence, he is a descendant of Abraham. “Phe 

In Sura(t) 'Maryam' [Kor. Maryam (Mary)], Prophets are chron eas 
classified into three main periods identical to our three hypotheses atl 
above: (I) Prophets from Adam’s seed but prior to Noah; (11) Pre Oseq 
from Noah's seed but prior to Abraham; and (III) All subsequent Pro ae 
descended from Abraham, including the Israelites and NON-[sraclte, , 
Abraham's direct lineage. After mentioning certain Prophets Success, : 
namely, Zacharias, John, Jesus, Abraham, Isaac, Jacob, Moses, 7 ; 
Ishmael, and Idris, God, Exalted be He, says: on, 


{Those were they unto whom God bestowed His Grace from 
among the Prophets, of the offspring of Adam, and of those 
whom We carried (in the ship) with Nuh (Noah), and of the 
offspring of Ibrahim (Abraham) and Israel and from among 
those whom We guided and chose..."}  [Kor. Maryam (Mary): 58] 


All of those Prophets are verified descendants of either Noah 
(including Abraham himself) or Abraham, except Idris who is the only 
one possibly meant by ‘from the seed of Adam’ (i.e. prior to Noah); 
otherwise, this latter Verse would be contextually inappropriate. While 
mentioning Idris among the above mentioned Prophets admits him 
within the Prophetic period between Adam and Noah, the absence of 
Dul-Kefl does not exclude him from, or include him in, the same pre-Noah 
Prophetic period, nor situates him, by necessity, in either one of the two 

sequent periods. This indicates that excluding Dul-Kefl from the pre- 
loah Prophetic period is not contradictory with the Koranic narrative. 


| 


another Koranic Verses in Sura(t) Sid [Kor. Sad] 
im, Isaac and Jacob, God, the Almighty, says: 


am wid pul-Ayd and other Prophets and Kings Dul Kefl ba 
rand remember (O Mohammad!) Our slaves, Ibrithim 
( Aprahart): Ishq (Isaac), and Ya‘giib (Jacob), (all) owners 
i strength (in worshipping Us) and (also) of religious 
und rstanding. Verily, We delivered them (from misguidance) 
by 8" anting them (a good thing, i.e.) the remembrance of the 
ome [in the Hereafter and they used to make the people 
ember it, and also they used to call the people to obey God 
and 0 do good deeds for the Hereafter]. And they are with 
Us, verily, of the chosen and the best! And remember Ismd‘il 
(Ishmael), Al-Yasa‘ (Elisha), and Dhul-Kifl (Isaiah), all are 


among the best. a [Kor, Sad: 45-48] 


From these Koranic Verses, we can legitimately deduce the following: 


om 


1) A cursory allusion in the second") Verse (i.e. ‘We delivered them’) 
to the meaning of the name (Alyasa‘) (Prophet Elisha), i.e. the one 
whom God saves, which occurs in the last Verse. 


2) A clear hint to the relation connecting the first triad (Abraham, Isaac 
and Jacob), with the second triad (Ishmael, Alyasa‘ and Dul-Kefl), 
who receive the same epithet, 'the righteous’, 


3) while the chronological order of Prophets is not always strictly 
followed in the Koran, here the triad ‘Ishmael’, (Alyasa‘), and 'Dul- 
Kefl' occur in a sequence which is identical to the first one, ‘Abraham’, 
Isaac’ and ‘Jacob’, who historically came the one after the other, 
insinuating that (Alyasa‘) (Prophet Elisha) comes in chronological 
order after ‘Ishmael’, which is perfectly true since ‘Elisha’ succeeds 
‘Elijah’ who came after ‘Solomon’. Thus, 'Dul-Kefl' should have come 
after ‘Elisha’ in the same chronological order, neither before ‘Elisha’ 
nor even ‘Ishmael’. 


4) It is true that, the time in which 'Dul-Kefl' is mentioned by name in 
__ the Koran along with the pre-Noah Prophet ‘Idris’, he comes after 
him: 


Seni. us levisvojybs 
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{"And (remember) Isma‘il (Ishmael), and Idris (Enoch 
Dul-Kefl (Isaiah), all were from among As-Sabirin (4, € pat; 


ang 


nn 23 rs le; 
ones, etc.)"} [Kor. Al-Anbya’ (The Prophets), rs 


However, it is not corroboratively cogent that 'Dul-Keg]' come 
‘Ishmael’ who is mentioned in this Koranic Verse even before the y befor 
Prophet ‘Idris’. The inverted order in this particular instance jg ity “No 
‘Ishmael’ and ‘Idris’, excluding 'Dul-Kefl' who is invariably Mentioney of 

Yet, granted that he belongs to the post-Abraham Prophetic Bay la 
could, by virtue of his very name mentioned in the Koran, ‘Dul-Keq. 7 
is an unmistakably Arabic name, be either an Abrahamian Arab pre 
uncited in the Jewish Bible, or a Biblical Israelite Prophet whose hee 

name is so translated in the Koran. In this regard, it should be Noted i 
‘Arabity’ as envisaged in the present work is not geographic or gentilic,, at 
is lingual since it is restricted to persons whose mother-tongue is the e.: 
language. So, according to this criterion, even Ishmael, the forefather ‘ 
Mohammad (PBUH), was not himself an Arab Prophet. In this S€Nse, the 
only Arab Prophet in the history of mankind is 'Mohammad' (PBUH), thi 
is termed 'An-Nabiyy-ul Umiyy’ in the Koran as foretold by Moses. 


This leaves us with the only possible alternative, that ‘Dul-Kefl' was : 
Biblical Israelite Prophet whose Hebrew name appears in the Koran by 
Onomastic Translation into its precise Arabic equivalent. 


But, before identifying ‘Dul-Kefl' among Biblical Israelite Prophets, 
we should first tackle the question of the epithet ‘An-Nabiyyul Ummiyy 
which is misconceived by so many Arabists and Koran scholars to mean 
‘the unlettered Prophet’, i.e ‘the Prophet who neither reads nor writes, 
the conception which is so perplexing to a nonbeliever hearing Muslims 
uttering it admiringly. It is now the time to correct such grave linguistic 
__ error once for good. 
Out « al ignora ce of Biblical Hebrew and Biblical literature, al 


d, he 


mmiyy’ unheard from the pre-Koranic Arabs, 
wilt from Arabic 'umm', i.e. mother, with appended 
. Hence, they all were induced to conceive 
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on 88 meaning ‘motherly or 'mother-like’. Being peculiar for the 

to be termed ‘motherly’ or ‘mother-like', since motherhood is not 
proP riate for Prophethood, they endeavoured to infer a special meaning 
ppm? pt befit the Prophet Mohammad in person. A mother-like person 
that 4, mi )) is developed from the state of ignorance in which he was 
(Ms from his mother which denotes a person who is uncouth, ignorant, 
por uncultured, unlearned, unlettered, neither reads nor writes. Under 
pone orwhelming influence of such highly authoritative Koran exegetes, 
ae sty interpretation, es the least awkward, has been ever since the only 

“ nized lexical definition of the Arabic ‘Ummiyy’, which was unknown 
me KO ranic Arabic. 


an indisputable fact that Prophet Mohammad (PBUH) could 
read nor write before the mission. This is very clear in the following 
s Verse addressing the Prophet (PBUH): 


It is 
neither 
Gloriou 

{"And thus We have sent down the Book (i.e. this Koran) to 
you (O Mohammad), and those whom We gave the Scripture 
[the Tawriit (Torah) and the Injil (Gospel) aforetime] believe 
therein as also do some of these (who are present with you 
now like Abdullah bin Salam) and none but the disbelievers 
reject Our Aydt [(proofs, signs, Verses, lessons, etc., and 
deny Our Oneness of Lordship and Our Oneness of worship 
and Our Oneness of Our Names and Qualities: i.e. Islamic 
Monotheism)]. Neither did you (O Mohammad) read any 
book before it (this Koran), nor did you write any book 
(whatsoever) with your right hand. In that case, indeed, the 
followers of falsehood might have doubted.”} 


(Kor. Al-‘Ankabiit (The Spider): 47-48] 


was unlettered, only 
prove that he could na 
as he (PBUH) is ace 


| 
| 
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of reading or writing the moment in which he receiyeg the 4 
Verses introducing the Divine Book: "St Ko, 
{"Read (O Mohammad)! In the Name of your Lora, th, 
created (all that exists). He has created man froy, ‘ ‘ has 
piece of thick coagulated blood). Read! And youy tong nt (a 
Most Generous, Who has taught (the writing) by the ie o 
“<a¢ 


has taught man that which he knew not."} 
[or Al-Alaq (The Clot), 1-5) 


Aj, 


By receiving the first Divine Word introducing the Koran, thep 
(PBUH) was Divinely commanded to read, and so he could! Such pe 
Order was instantly accomplished once uttered. The Most ountifyy Ving 
teaches by the pen, taught Mohammad (PBUH) what he diq Dot kn 0 
the knowledge of reading and writing, as stated in another Koranic Ve 
addressing the Prophet (PBUH): 8 

{”... God has sent down to you the Book (The Koran), and Al. 
Hikmah (Islamic laws, knowledge of legal and illegal things 
i.e. the Prophet's Sunnah, legal ways), and taught you tp, at 
which you knew not, and Ever Great is the Grace of God unto 
you (O Mohammad)."} [Kor. An-Nesa (Women): 113] 

In this regard, the scene at the cavern in Mount (Hira), where the 
Prophet first met the archangel Gabriel is particularly indicative, According 
to highly authoritative writers of the Prophetic tradition, such as Ibn-Is 
haq and others, the Prophet (PBUH) was literally ‘hugged’ and ‘released 
thrice by the archangel before solemnly ordering him in each time to 
‘Read’, until at last the Prophet (PBUH) could. Such ‘hug’ by the archangel 
Gabriel would be meaningless, if it was not aimed at imprinting the Divine 
Words in the ‘Arabic Script' on the Prophet’s mind and heart, before asking 
him to recite them from the text thus imprinted, as if to say, "Read, 0 
Mohammad, the words I have just inscribed on your heart!" and, by the 

race of God, the Omnipotent, the Prophet (PBUH) was Divinely taught, 
no what hi need years to 
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at i rly, this (the Koran) is a revelation from the Lord of 


salamitt (mankind, Jinn and all that exists), Which the 
fhe * orthy Roh [Jibril (Gabriel)] has brought down; Upon 
| peart (O Mohammad!) that you may be (one) of the 
| yea ers, in the plain Arabic language."} 


[Kor. AS-So'ara (‘The Poets): 192-195] 
ne of the earliest Meccan Suras, God, the Most Great, tells the 
a (pBUH): 
"we shall make you to recite (the Koran), so you (O Moh- 
i mmad!) shall not forget (it)."} (Kor. Al-Ala (The Most Exalted): 6] 


» prophet (PBUH) invariably recited the Koran as magnificently as 
a exactly as if he was reading from an open book. 


ow that few Koran scholars share my point (i.e. the Prophet (PBUH) 

who could absolutely neither read nor write before his Prophethood, 
e fully lettered thereafter). I also know that there is no recorded 

tance which affirms the Prophet (PBUH) was seen writing or reading 
ing during his Prophethood except perhaps such controversial 
incidence which is said to take place during the writing down of the Pact 
of Hudaybiya in the 6" year of Hegira between Muslims and Meccans, 
when the delegate of Quraysh refused to accept Mohammad’s Divine title 
mentioned in the preamble, 'Rasiil-ul Lah’ (i.e. God’s Messenger), which was 
written down by the Prophet's scribe, his cousin Ali, and insisted that such 
atitle should be replaced by the name of Mohammad’s father, so as to read 
‘Mohammad Ibn-Abdullah', instead of ‘Mohammad Rasiil-ul Lah’. Ali, 
however, refrained from erasing by his own hand such phrase, which 
indicates Mohammad’s Divine Office, but the Prophet (PBUH) stretched 
out his right hand and erased the phrase in dispute an¢ 
proposed by the pagan Meccan. In fact, the majority of 
that, unlettered as he was, the Prophets (PBUH) only 
hand the phrase in dispute and ordered Ali to rewrite 
the parties of the Pact. Others even reported, out of 
belief that the Prophet (PBUH) died unlettered, 
hot even localize the place of the phrase in disp 


v2 
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so he simply asked his scribe, Ali, to point it out and contenteg 
with erasing it with his own hand just to relieve Ali from mp hime, 
embarrassment. However, the whole incidence concerning the facet Ma, 
Prophet (PBUH) could in his whole life-time localize a Particulay ati, 
word on a particular line, let alone to ‘write’ it, is controversia,. Witte, 


Indeed, before the discovery of the onomastic miracle, vhs 
hidden until the publication of the present research, nothing coal, Weg 
on a solid basis, that the Prophet (PBUH) died fully lettered, mm, 
is scientifically demonstrated in our onomastic note on the hs. is fay 
(Hebrew ‘Eliyyahu' (q.v.) and Koranic 'Elyas’), which was once ro Elija, 
inevitably by the Prophet (PBUH), to be written disconnecte - ries 
letter in the Hebrew 'El' written with final T’ in its final forp, " fing) 
script. This is undeniably categoric in terms of the fact that the Prg ic 


(PBUH) could read and write Koranic Verses which were Divinely reveal et 
ed 


to him. 

Such man could not absolutely be titled or called 'the unlettereg Propher 
among Prophets, as almost universally understood from the ie 
phrase, 'An-Nabiyyul Ummiyy’. . 

Moreover, Mohammad (PBUH) was not the only 'Ummiyy in the Keay 
The whole Arab nation was also termed so: 

{"He it is Who sent among the unlettered ones a Messenger 
(Mohammad) from among themselves, reciting to them 
His Verses, purifying them (from the filth of disbelief and 
polytheism), and teaching them the Book (this Koran, 
Islamic laws and Islamic jurisprudence) and Al-Hikmah (As- 
Sunnah: legal ways, orders, acts of worship, etc. of Prophet 
Mohammad), verily, they had been before in mainfest error."} 

[Kor. Al-Jomu‘ah (Friday): 2] 


Here, understanding the Koranic word, ‘umiyyin’, in the sense of 
‘unletterd' is quite wrong because it is historically untrue. The Arabs could 
read and write both before and under the Prophet (PBUH). They could 
write their selected pre-Islamic poems, which they used to hang on the 
walls of the Kaaba. They also could write the famous ‘ban’ prohibiting 
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vi , 
fia with the Prophet's clan in the 
vn an m compel the Hashimites to ae = boycott 
a here had been Arab scribes from amon ay et (PBUH), 
ons who wrote down the whole Koran noont r rophet’s own 
ved it Furthermore, the 'unlettered’ Arabs i rom the Prophet 
sb? pelt Arabic script, distinguished from other paraiing sen aes 
ort : bout countries all around, be Semites or non-Semites rms in use 


if 


p 

yt yo yld not be a reasonable retort to say that ‘unlettered’ Arabia was 
wis ; named so because only few! Arabs could read and write, and that 
owledge was not so ‘spread’ among them compared with othe nations 
ch statement was only advanced by former Arab scholars in order 
5 9p? their view nie aie ‘ummiyy’ means ‘he who neither reads 
: ite’. In fact, such ability to read and write was not ‘spread’ in whatever 
ee here in the old world, where scarceness of written material, due 
moat writing methods and limited supply of writing ential 
wba ed the need for the art of reading among the population at large, and 
vested for making literacy the portion of the elect. With varying degrees 
“iter®CP such is the rule in modern "Third World’ averaging about 70% of 
pulation of illiterates. But, in the early 7 century A.D., when the Koran 
revealed, illiteracy was a common plague hitting the majority of world 

oop nlation, even the unsparing portion of the urban people. 


This is definitely categoric in that the Koran does not mean by Koranic 
‘ymmiyy’> either in respect of the Prophet (PBUH) or in designating his folk, 
the Arabs, in the sense of ‘he who neither reads nor write’, as misconstrued 
by former Koran exegetes, who were then incapable of deciphering the 
special meaning given to this genuinely Arabic word, which is identical to 
its ‘special’ use in the Jewish Bible, i.e. identical the Hebrew ‘ummi’, which 
means the ‘non-Israelite’ or the ‘non-Jew'. Out of sheer malice, Hebrew 
scholars of the time, who were then the only capable of deciphering Koranic 


‘ummiyy’ in terms of conventional Hebrew ‘ummi’, purposely refrained 
dily rejoiced in seeing 


ch 
vd. SU 


from correcting Arab scholars on this point, and rea 
tfully' calling him ‘illiterate Prophet’. But, 


such Hebrew scholars could humanly 


7) 


the Prophet's own followers ‘boas 
inveigled by grudging antagonism, 
not do better. 


| 
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Jacob’s dynasty, i.e. the ‘Israelites’, entered history when 
Joseph and headed by Jacob, alias ‘Israel’, they entered Egypt ida er 
the Exodus [Ex. XII: 40], as stated earlier, around 1225 B.C., Eve e bey 
have been doomed to a discontinued ghetto-life both in times Win th € 
well as in moments of ease. Their 'ghettoes' took both physical d rey) 
forms and both were self-defence mechanisms. Their heat oh toa 
people’ complex logically resulted in a siege-mentality of eS Cl Ose, 
‘Divinely’ cut apart from all other nations around, who Wete tho Way 
disguised enemies seeking the opportunity to have them annihilat t Of as 
could not have peace or feel safe even with their next-of-kin dient ey 
the Edomites, sons of ‘Esau’, alias 'Edom’, Jacob’s own twin, “Using 


A people of such shut-in, self-centered mentality, coulg Not ind 
entrusted with propagating such a great monotheistic Divine Pia: be 
of Moses, which turned to be a ‘family religion’ named Judainy ne 
nationality, rather than religion or faith. In fact, to be a Jew’, one deed a 
born of Jewish parents, at least on the 'mother-' side. be 


That is why the Hebrew word 'ummi’, i.e. nation, which is identical ; 
Arabic and Aramaic languages, from the common radical AMM (rom 
which the Hebrew ‘ém’, i.e. mother (Arabic 'umm’) is derived), when tke 
in the plural ‘ummét'’, Arabic ‘'umam', came to mean not ‘nations’, byt 
strictly ‘foreign nations’ or ‘foreigners’, with the adjective and adjectival 
nouns. Hence, Hebrew 'ummi' does not mean ‘national’; rather, it Means 
the direct antonym, i.e. ‘non-national’, which means ‘the non-Israelite’, or 
those who do not belong to ‘the non-Israelite’. Yet, this was not the pre. 
Koranic usage of the formal Arabic equivalent ‘ummiyy’. Being not found 
at all in Arabic speech before the Koran, such word, i.e. ‘ummiyy’ was 
impossible to be construed by former Arab scholars in a sense other than its 
original meaning, i.e. ‘he who belongs to his mother' or 'to his nation’, but 
not ‘the non-national’, and particularly not 'the non-Arab’, which would be 
ridiculous in respect of the ‘Arab! Prophet par excellence. This explains the 
attempt to construe the Koranic 'ummiyy’ in terms of the funny, 


Otin 


=i 


+ 


wot ‘or ‘national’ in a sense which ig on] 
Y artifici 
in cally Hebrew equivalent 'ummi’, i.e, ‘he re 
‘or ‘the non-Israelite'? 


lly imparted to its 
8 not of ours’, ‘the 


OH 


ing only six times in the whole Koran, 
iyy designating a sa himself, and four times in the plural 
ee ummiyyéin and uminiyyin designating the 'non-Israelites', the 
c word is invariably used in a context speaking to or aimed at ‘Ahl- 
yen’ (i.e. People of the Scriptures, or Biblical Judeo-Christians) who 
% obviously capable “4 recognizing the Hebrew ‘ummi' and ‘ummiyyim' 
| ie Koranic ‘ummiyy' and 'ummiyyin'. We refer the Judeo-Christians to 
| am prophecy foretelling the advent of the ‘next-of-kin' non-Israelite 
prophet unto whom they should hearken, the Prophet whom Moses likened 
io his own self: 
{“The Lord thy God will raise up unto thee (i.e. Israel) a Prophet 


om the midst of thee, of thy brethren, like unto me; unto him 
ye (i.€. Israelites) shall hearken."} [Deut. XVIU: 15] 


twice in the singular form 


Judeo-Christians are reminded that Moses's prophecy foretelling the 
Gentile’ Prophet (Hebrew "Nabi Ummi’) is accomplished by the sending 
of Prophet Mohammad, who is twice called 'An-Nabiyy-ul Ummiyy’ in the 
following two consecutive Koranic Verses. Commenting on Moses's prayer 
imploring the Divine Mercy and Forgiveness and repudiating those among 
his folk who paid false worship to the ‘golden calf', God designated those 
for whom His All-Embracing Mercy should be ordained: 


(1) Israel Implies, as usual in Biblical Hebrew, The Israelites, i.e. children of 
plural, as attested by the transition from the second masculine singul: 


should be better translated ‘thy next-of-kin’, intensified by th 
‘from thy brethren’, i.e. brothers of the Israelites, the former, 
inevitably non-Israelites, but related to them through Ab 


| 
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{"Those who follow the Messenger, the Gentile Pyo het ¢ 
Mohammad) whom they find written with them in the Tey 
(Torah) (Deut, xviii, 15) and the Injil (Gospel) (Jon, ip es 
he commands them for Al-Ma‘rilf (i.e. Islamic Monothe,. ; 
and all that Islam has ordained); and forbids them fro, oh 
Monkar (i.e. disbelief, polytheism of all kinds, ang att g, I. 
Islam has forbidden); he allows them as lawful At Tayyigay 
[(i.e. all good and lawful) as regards things, deeds, belj ; 
persons, foods, etc.], and prohibits them as unlawful Ai. 
Khabi@ith (i.e. all evil and unlawful as regards things, dee mn 
beliefs, persons, foods, etc.), he releases them from thei, heayy 
burdens (of God's Covenant), and from the fetters (bindings 
that were upon them. So those who believe in him (Moh 
ammad), honour him, help him, and follow the light (the 
Koran) which has been sent down with him, it is they who 
will be successful. Say (O Mohammad): ‘O mankind! Verily, 7 
am sent to you all as the Messenger of God, to Whom belongs 
the dominion of the heavens and the earth. Ld iliha ill 
Howa (none has the right to be worshipped but He); It is He 
Who gives life and causes death. So believe in God and His 
Messenger (Mohammad), the Gentile Prophet (‘An-Nabiyy-u| 
Umiyy') who believes in God and His Words [(this Koran), the 
Tawrdt (Torah) and the Injil (Gospel) and also God's Word: 
"Bel", and he was, i.e. ‘Tesa (Jesus) son of Maryam (Mary), ], 
and follow him so that you may be guided."} 


[Kor. Al-A‘rif (The Battlements); 157-158] 
These are the only two places in the whole Koran where the epithet 'Al- 
Umumniyy’ in the singular form is used in respect of the Prophet Mohammad 
(PBUH). — J tines 


Mv) 
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ai sana there are among them (Jews) Gentiles people (‘Ummt- 
\- { », who know not the Book, but they trus 

n')> sutoumeall y t upon false de- 
”) De and they 94 guess, [Kor. Al-Baqarah (‘The Cow): 78} 


mmenting on those originally non-Israelites among the Jewish 

munity at Medina, including some Jewish Arabs who were 

| fe cquainted enough with Biblical Hebrew, who pedantically used 
to sermon the Prophet (PBUH) and his Companions by the Torah. 


perruly the religion with God is Islam"), Those who were given 
i she scripture (Jews and Christians) did not differ except, out 
of mutual jealousy, after knowledge (the Torah)” had come to 
jem, and whoever disbelieves in the Aydt (proofs, evidences, 
Verses signs, revelations, etc.) of God, then surely, God is 
swift in calling to account. So if they dispute with you (Moh 
ammad) say, ‘I have submitted myself to God (in Islam), and 
(s0 have) those who follow me? And say to those who were 
iven the Scripture (Jews and Christians) and to those who 
are Gentiles (‘Al-Ummiyyin') [i.e. Arab pagans]: "Do you 
(also) submit yourselves (to God in Islam)?" If they do, they 
are rightly guided; but if they turn away, your duty is only to 

convey the Message; and God is All-Seer of (His) slaves.”} 
[Kor. Al ‘Emran (The Household of ‘Emran): 19-20] 


This states that unlike his predecessors whom each of them was sent to 
his own people, Prophet Mohammad (PBUH) was sent to all nations 
of the world, including the Israelites and non-Israelites, and not only 
to his own Arab nation. Hence, he is the seal of Prophethood. 


3. {"Among the people of the Scripture (Jews and Christians) is 
he who, if entrusted with a Qintar (a great amount of wealth, 
etc.), will readily pay it back; and among them there is he 

| who, if entrusted with a single silver co will not repay it 
a unless you constantly stand demandi because they say, 
‘There is no blame on us to betray ar 


. (1) Islam’, lit., giving up, surrender of one’s p irp 
@ ‘knowledge’ is one legitimate acceptation © 
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the Gentiles (‘Al-Ummiyyin') [i.e. Arabs]? But they tey 
a lie 


against God while they know it.”} 


(Kor. Al ‘Emrin (The Household of ‘Emra 
n); 75) 


This is a clear proof that the Koran uses Arabic ‘trhrtiey 
sense of the Hebrew ‘ummiyyim’ which is Biblically ‘ten int 
the non-Israelites whom scribal Pentateuch authorized tan od 

to wrong and pass unpunished in such odd and impossiy Stag|j 


tes 
Statement put on Moses's tongue: © Diy 


ing 


{"Unto a stranger thou mayest lend upon usury; byt unto th 
y 


brother thou shalt not lend upon usury"} (Deut, XXL of 


4- {"He it is Who sent among Gentiles (Al- Ummiyyiy, ) 
Messenger (Mohammad) from among themselves, reciting és 
them His Verses, purifying them (from the filth of disbelieg 
and polytheism), and teaching them the Book (this Koran 
Islamic laws and Islamic jurisprudence) and Al-Hikmah (4, 
Sunnah: legal ways, orders, acts of worship, etc. of Prophet Mo 
hammada), verily, they had been before in mainfest error,"} 

[Kor. Al-Jomu‘ah (Friday); 2) 


Here, the reference is to the non-Israelite pre-Mohammad Arabs 
contrasted with those who formerly received the Scripture, not of Course hs 
those who could not read and write whom Mohammad came to teach how 
to read the Scripture. 

It is true that the Jews, when referring to non-Jews, frequently use in 
place of the Hebrew 'Ummiyyim’, its Hebrew identical equivalent 'goyim’, 
singular 'goy’, which means in Arabic 'qawm’, plural 'aqwam’, i.e. people, or 
any body of men, which is impossible in the Koranic context, as any high- 
standard Arabist would agree. 

In fact, the Koranic use of Arabic 'Ummiyy’ for the Biblical 'ummi’, in the 
sense of ‘Gentile’ as translated in Ecclesiastic Latin, is indeed one instance 


of Koran unrivalled erudition. 


EGE 


i 


pul ke W455 
vg be piblical Israelite Prophet, mentioned by name in the Jewish 
pret ani Dul-Kefl literally He who has a portion’, should inevitably 
ane ized in the man 'Hilkiah’, the high-priest under Joshia, the king 
(eoo8” 11, Kings: XXII] and [II. Chr. XXXIV], During the restoration of 
nae ple Hilkiah found a copy of the Torah written by Moses himself 
ie a recognized and delivered to the king. The story of course was 
hi? 4 authenticate the newly written versions of Moses's Bible. But 
ive” to whom such discovery and recognition are attributed should 
he a a man of high religious authority so that his word can be taken 
par’ ted. But how could a high-priest be counted among the Prophets 
fot as ed in the Koran? 
men this regard we should remember that the Jewish Bible does not much 
os as stated earlier, to distinguish clearly between priests, seers and 
ee. Jeremiah, for example, is a unanimously Biblical Prophet who is 
priest: 


apul- Ayd and other Prophets and Kings 
i 


referred ete 
("The words of Jeremiah the son of Hilkiah, of the priests that 
were in Anathoth in the land of Benjamin"} (Jer. I: 1] 


The Hebrew name of such high-priest under king Joshia, is 'Hilgiyyahu'’, 
ich \iterally means, 'a portion from the Lord’ implying ‘he who has got 
a portion from the Lord' or ‘he whom God favoured with a portion’, the 
nearest meaning to the Koranic 'Dul-Kefl', which literally means ‘he who 
has a portion’. 

The reasons of the Koran to mention 'Hilkiah' not by his original Hebrew 
name 'Hilgiyyahu', but by Onomastic Translation, Arabic 'Dul-Kefl' are the 
following: 

(1) Euphony: to avoid the two harsh sounds ‘h' and ‘q' in the Hebrew 
‘Hilgiyyahu’. 

(2) Interpretation: to avoid the misinterpretation of the Hebrew HLQ 
which equal both the Arabic HLQ and KLQ since the | 
in 'Hilqiyyahu' would not mean a ‘portion’ in the Arab 
a ‘shave’, ‘shearing’ etc., unless changed into ‘kilq’, 
would mean something ‘worn’, ‘created’, etc. 


456 i The Onomastic Miracle in the Koran 


Indeed, the Glorious Koran is miraculously erudite. Woe to they 

impostors among Koran opponents who could not tecognize “they 

‘Dul-Kefl' in Biblical 'Hilkiah’. * Koran, 
AJOQMOQO 


XLVIII. Jonah 


(Kor. 'Yiinus') 
De 


ranic ‘Yiinus' and Hebrew 'Yona’) is a Biblical Prophet whose 
ed in a book bearing his name in the Old Testament. 


yonab’ (Ko 

js record 
According to the Biblical nee ibe, the people to whom Jonah was sent were 
he people of Nineveh, the capital of antes Assyria, which was destroyed by 
ihe Babylonians in 607 se The ruins of the city, which was once a capital 
ofthe ancient world, still stand on the Tigris, opposite Modern Mosul in 
North Iraq. We are told that the people of ancient Nineveh were corrupted 
aod offended God so wickedly that the Almighty decided to exterminate 
them. SO; Jonah son of Ammittai was commanded by God to warn them that 
their city was to be overthrown in forty days. Yet, having received the Divine 
Command, Jonah deserted his mission most probably out of fear of facing 
the inhabitants of the great city. He fled from God’s Face in a ship sailing 
toward Tarshish, when a strong tempest irresistibly attacked the ship and 
the prayers of the crew and the passengers to God to spare the ship went in 
vain. So, they believed that there was among them a man who had offended 
God and that because of him God would not hearken to their prayers. They 
cast lots and found that the man was Jonah and that if they got rid of him 
the tempest would calm down and their lives would be spared, and so it? 
They threw Jonah forth into the sea where a large fish, indeed a whal 
waiting for Jonah, immediately swallowed him. In the darkness of the) 
belly, Jonah stood three days and nights praying God and asking B 
forgiveness for the horrible offence he committed by fleeing from God 


i 
: 


/ 
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until the whale was Divinely ordered to 'vomit' him on a g ' 
thus learned the lesson, Jonah was recommended to go to Ninevet Ha, 

Ih 
the city of God’s Forthcoming Wrath. Warned by Jonah, the tne ang wa’ 
and subjects of Nineveh, against all Jonah’s expectations, Ook ; tk n 
Warning seriously: They all turned away from their evi] Way eb; % 
general penitence that God might turn away from his fierce ane tes 
them; so it was. But this displeased Jonah exceedingly, and he Bi o Sen 
(Jon. IV: 1) that his warning was belied and that his whole missig, 8 
vain. He said, praying to the Lord: D Was ; 


{"... [pray Thee, O Lord, was not this my saying, when I was yet in my 
country? Therefore I fled before unto Tarshish; for I know that Tho, 
art a gracious God, and merciful, slow to anger, and of great kindnesg 
and repentest thee of the evil. Therefore, now, O Lord, take, I beseect 
Thee, my life from me; for it is better for me to die than to live. 4 
[Jon. Ty: 2-3] 
The happy end of the people of Nineveh was for Biblical Jonah a bade 

for his Divine Mission, as if he was sent to inflict the Divine Punishme 
on evildoers (a job which is restricted to Angles not for Prophets) inst hy 
of turning them away from their evil ways and bringing them back to 
God. Hereupon, we are told, God explained to the disappointed Warner 
the reasons for His Mercy. The Almighty retracted His Warning of total 
destruction not because the people of Nineveh had repented and atoned, 
but simply because of their great number: 


{"And should I not spare Nineveh, the great city, wherein are more 
than six score thousand persons that cannot discern their right 
hand from their left hand; and also much cattle?"} —_[Jon. IV: 11] 


eH 


The Koranic narrative concerning Jonah differs from the Biblical 
account summed up in the foregoing lines only in one most important 
point; God spared Nineveh only because its people, who were duly warned 
by Jonah, believed in him and repented. In this regard God, Glory be to 
Him, says: tosfh ycl battioncnos sal a es 


| 
| 
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or jy! Those, against whom the Word (Wrath 
perly justified, will not believe. Even if ) of your Lord 
oa every sign should 


com 
(community) that believed (after seeing the punishment), 


M dits Faith (at that moment) saved it (from the punishment)? 

The answer is none,) except the people of Yiinus (Jonah); when 

believed, We removed from them the torment of disgrace 

in the life of the (present) world, and Permitted them to enjoy 

awhile”.") [Kor. Yiinus (Jonah): 96-98] 
phet chosen 7, God to bear the burden of the message to his people 
dnot under any circumstances reject such unequalled Divine Honour 
sobe God’s Command, nor would he be in need for the whale’ lesson to 
of that there was literally no escape from God’s All-Seizing Hand for him 
pever ventured to flee from His face. The truth is that, having received the 
wh Command, Jonah immediately went forth to his people proclaiming 
» Divine Sentence that the city would be overthrown in a few days. 
ryealous to see the death-sentence fulfilled, he could not understand, 
poweves how God had cancelled the sentence in the last moment. He thought 
he was belied, frustrated and wounded in his own prestige as a Prophet. So, 
gjled with anger and disappointment, Jonah quitted the city determining to 
gs far as possible from the people to whom he was sent essentially to preach 
and sermon, not to inflict a Divine Punishment. Then, and only then, he was 
in a desperate need to be taught the whale’s lesson, that sincere penitence is 
the only possible instrument by which humans could ward off God’s Wrath. 

From inside the whale’s belly, he cried out: 


{“La iléha illa Anta [none has the right to be worshipped but 
You (O God)], Glorified (and Exalted) are You [above all 
that (evil) they associate with You]. Truly, I have been of the 
wrong-doers."} [Kor. Al-Anbya’ (The Prophets): 87] 


He had to be taught that he was unfair in deeming God’s All-Embracing 
Mercy as being incapable of forgiving, through sincere penitence, such 


(1) Only for a while, for several years after Jonah, Nineveh rewent astray, whereupon the 
city was doomed to total destruction by the Babylonians in B.C. 607. 


460 ! The Onomastic Miracle in the Koran 
wicked corruptors as his folk who, just in time, declareq them 
of offending God, asked for forgiveness and penitently freee Bui, 
determination to never to do it again. This precisely was foray thee 
inside the whale’s belly; He recognized his guilt, and implor, . Stang 
release him and finally learned that only invoking God’s 4 ercy ih 
8, 


Jonah’s story in the Koran is summed up in the following Vex 
es: 


{"And, verily, Yiinus (Jonah) was one of the Messengers When 
ran to the laden ship, He (agreed to) cast lots, and he wag ae 
the losers. Then a (big) fish swallowed him and he hag dared g 
act worthy of blame. Had he not been of them who glorify Goa 
He would have indeed remained inside its belly (the fish) if 
the Day of Resurrection. But We cast him forth on the 
shore while he was sick, and We caused a plant of gourd to grow 
over him, and We sent him to a hundred thousand (People) oy 
even more, and they believed; so We gave them enjoyment fora 
while. "} [Kor. As-Saffit (The Rangers): 39-148) 


In this Koranic context, the last Verse ‘And We sent him to q hundy ed 
thousand folk or more’ should not be taken in the strict sequence of events 
narrated. I mean, it should not be understood therefrom that Jonah was 
sent to the people of Nineveh, as in the Biblical account, after he was cast 
off on the dry land. It is rather an explicative of the first Verse in the order 
of the abovementioned Verses: If Jonah was among God’s Messengers, unto 
whom was he sent? To a hundred thousand folk or more. 


SEG 


Jonah’s Hebrew name ‘Yona’ means literally a ‘dove’, ‘columb’, ‘pigeon’, 
etc. Such bird’s name, while belonging to the feminine gender in Biblical 
Hebrew, irregularly takes the masculine ending '-im' in the plural form, 
becoming 'Yonim’, i.e. ‘doves’, 'columbs', ‘pigeons’, etc., instead of the 


regular feminine plural 'Yonét'. 


pa witd Dul-Ayd and other Prophets and Kings 
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means tO OPPress, Overwhelm, be 


un 
whi tically identical to the Arabic trilite just or unfair, and which is 


ral ZLM from which 
rig “LM, is derived 
rabic scene ag Ziilem’, Oppressive, Unjust or unfair (plural 
i an/Zalimin ) " en Is semantically equivalent to the Hebrew ‘Yonim’ 
poth ‘doves’, 'columbs', 'pigeo ¥ 


al ns’, etc., and unfair in the plural (i.e. 
noe who ‘misdid’, those who did not do right), plural (i.e 


the 


recognizing his eeu (unfairness) towards God in the day he was 

, jeased to at sar forgiving the atoners of Nineveh, Jonah (Hebrew 

ant meaning “aii ye also feminine ‘unfair’ [Hebrew plural 'Yonim’' 
arabic plural 'Zalimin’]), cried out from inside the whale’s belly: 


"Truly, I have been of the wrong-doers,"} 


and 


(Kor. Al-Anbya (The Prophets): 87] 
this is literally pronounced in the original Arabic as 'Enni kontu min 
ap-Zalimin' which would read in Biblical Hebrew as 'Ki mi-Yonim Ani’. 
That is, I have been one of the male-pigeons, a ‘Jonah’, or ‘one of the unfair’, 
,misdoer! 


This is indeed the subtlest of Koran's miraculous Onomastics that 
needed an unattainable degree of multi-linguistic scholarship. 


In like manner of understanding the Hebrew name ‘Yoni’ as also 
meaning the 'misdoer' the Glorious Koran, commenting on Moses's horror 
when he was first shown the staff-snake demonstration saying: 


{“And throw down your stick!" But when he saw it moving as 
ifit were a snake, he turned in flight, and did not look back. (It 
was said), ‘O Miisa (Moses)! Fear not, verily! The Messengers 
fear not in front of Me. Except him who has done wrong and 
afterwards has changed evil for good, then surely, I am Oft- 
Forgiving, Most Merciful’”} [Kor An-Naml (The Ants): 10-11] 


This is a subtle allusion to the yet unborn Jonah. 


Glorified be He indeed, the Speaker in the Koran, the Almighty and 
All-Knowing! 


Q4OAOA4O 


SS 


XLIX. Job 
(Kor. 'Ayyiib') 


| 2wZs 
b (Koranic ‘Ayyiib' and Hebrew 'lyyéb’) is in the book bearing his 

i in the Old Testament neither Prophet nor saint, not even a priest. 
i ‘ 
pathet, he is: 

("a man in the land of Uz, whose name was Job, and that man 

was perfect and upright, and one that feared God, and eschewed 

evil"} [Jb. I: 1] 

Job begot seven sons and three daughters: 
{"His substance also was seven thousand sheep, and three 


thousand camels, and five hundred yoke of oxen, and five hundred 
she-asses, and a very great household; so that this man was the 


greatest of all the men of the east"} [Jb. I: 3] 
| Yet, Job’s faith had to be tested. 
| SE 
| In the long blasphemous tradition of Biblical scribes, the author of the 


book of Job narrates: 


{"Now there was aday when thesons of God (ascribal blasphemous 
appellative for angels) came to present themselves before the L 
and Satan came also among them. And the Lord said unto Sat 


<= amma mmm amass aaa 


j 
! 
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Whence comest thou? Then Satan answered the Lord: From 
to and fro in the earth, and from walking up and down in Pr 
the Lord said unto Satan: Hast thou considered my $ervans 
that there is none like him in the earth, a perfect ang wien 
man, one that feareth God, and escheweth evil? ‘The, ; "ght 
answered the Lord: Doth Job fear God for nought? Hast te Atay 
made a hedge about him, and about his house, and about pe % 
hath on every side? Thous hast blessed the work of his hay ds 5 e 
his substance is increased in the land. But put forth Thine es. 
now, and touch all that he hath, and he will curse Thee to Th 

face. And the Lord said unto Satan: Behold, all that he hath ig is 
thy power; only upon himself put not forth thine hand. §o Satan 


went forth from the presence of the Lord."} [Jb. 1: 6-1) 
The consequences of such full powers given to Satan were catastrophy 
c 


for Job as we may have expected. In only one single day he had to lose 
he had, his cattle, his sons and his household except individual forerunn, all 
ers 


who came to tell him the news: 


{"Then Job arose, and rent his mantle, and shaved his head, and 


fell down upon the ground, and worshipped."} [Jb. 1: 20] 


Yet, he would not blaspheme, he said: 
{"... Naked came I out of my mother’s womb, and naked shall I 
return thither. The Lord gave, and the Lord hath taken away; 
blessed be the name of the Lord"} [Jb. I: 21] 
Yet, in spite of all this, the great Job held fast his integrity, and would not 
blaspheme against the Lord. 


So, in a next hearing before the Lord, we are told, Satan obtained God’s 
Permission to hit Job in his own bone and flesh, that he might curse the 


Lord to Hiedpggy 2odinoe imnildiG do sroisilon auosriniigans: oui 0) 


. the Glorious Koran: 


; i (Hebrew ‘barék', i.e. ‘bless’, not ‘curse’, so translated, however, 
 Suphemistic usage as supposed by Biblical scholars. 
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al and he sat down among the ashes. Then said his wife unto 
wi post thou still retain thine integrity? Curse God and die! 
ae said unto her: Thou speakest as one of the foolish woman 
pul th. What? Shall we receive good at the hand of God, and 
yi we not receive evilt'} {Jb. 1: 6-10] 


maining major part of the book of Job, thirty-nine chapters, from 

pd to the penultimate, covers Job's debates with three of his friends, 

er” the Temanite; Bildad, the Shuhite and Zophar, the Naamathite, 

pliP ame each from his own place to mourn with Job and to comfort him. 

° ebates are written in a highly ornamented style, full of wisdom and 

; ‘ gublimating the merits of endurance, fortitude, steadfastness and 

in ching belief in God's Wisdom, in a manner that very much recalls 

rinciples of the Stoic, but also portraying certain fits of noble angry 

the Dance for the Divine Justice implored by the human Job, who deems 

m gif t00 innocent to deserve God's Wrath, which inflicted on him such 

anly unbearable sufferings. But near the end, in Chapter XXXVIIL, 

God Himself appears out of 'the whirlwind’ to retort Job’s unwise words 
and to fortify him, and finally comes the restoration: 


a 


sha 


{"And the Lord turned the captivity of Job, when he prayed for 
his friends; also the Lord gave Job twice as much as he had 
before. "} [Jb. XLII: 10] 

Job was indeed a rare example of human endurance and steadfastness, 


thus, he was generously rewarded in this world by the Most Bountiful and 
the Most Compassionate. 


GE 


Notwithstanding Biblical total silence in respect of his Divine 
Job counts among Prophets of the seed of Abraham mentione 


{"And We bestowed upon him (Abraham) Ishdq (Ise 
Yaqiib (Jacob), each of them We guided, and 


«| +i 
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We guided Niih (Noah), and among his Progeny p, 
(David), Solaymiin (Solomon), Ayyiib (Job), Yiisy ron ata 
Miisa (Moses), and Hariin (Aaron). Thus do We Piven 
good-doers, and Zakariyya (Zachariya), and Yahya Wisin 
and esa (Jesus) and Iliyds (Elias), each one of them $s n) 
the righteous. And Isma‘il (Ishmael) and Al-Yasq‘ (Elis, 
and Yiinus (Jonah) and Liit (Lot), and each one of them 1 
preferred above the ‘Alamin (mankind and Jinns) (of das 
times)."} (Kor. Al-An‘’am (Cattle); o45 
Job was an Abrahamian Prophet all right. But, was he an Abraha. 


through Israel, i.e. and an Israelite Prophet too, or was he desceng ian 
Abraham through another branch of Abraham dynasty |ike from 


Prophet ‘Soayb', for example? Koranie 
Indeed, we read in his book that: 
{"he was the greatest of all the men of the east"} (1.1: 3) 


This might suggest that he lived on the east side of the river Jordan, ie 
Trans-jordanian person, but nothing, either in the Glorious Koran Orin _ 
Jewish Bible, proves such hypothesis on a solid basis. But, at al] events, he 
could not be an Arab Prophet, inasmuch as ‘lingual’ Arabity is Concerned, 
as stated earlier in our onomastic note on 'Dul-Kefl' (q.v.). 


Nevertheless, not a few of former Koran exegetes thought of Job as an 
Arab person, taking his Koranic name ‘Ayyiib' from the Arabic triliteral 
"WB, meaning ‘to turn’ (unto God penitently), which was modelled on the 
emphatic adjectival noun ‘ayyiib' which is semantically identical to 'awwab' 
from WB. Wrongly building on the Koranic Verse in respect of Job, those 
exegetes construed 'Ayyiib' in terms of 'Awwab’: 


{"Truly! We found him patient. How excellent (a) slave! Verily, 
he was ‘awwab’ (ever oft-returning in repentance to God)!"} 
[Kor. Sad: 44] 


This is quite lamentable of such high-standard Arabists who ought to 
have known better. The Koranic name ‘Ayyib’ is thoroughly treated asanon- 


| 
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name that does not accept 'Nunation"” in the whole Glorious Koran. 
Laat atability’ (Le. rejection of Nunation) in respect of ‘ayytib’ model 
a ages grammatical sign of non-Arabity, Moreover, had they been 
is? ed with Biblical Hebrew, they would have Know that Koranic’ Ayytib! 
ere Arabicization, but not a translation, of the original Hebrew ‘lyy6b’ 
(ine Arabic ‘Ayyiib’ means 'He who ever turns unto God penitently’, 
a ae Hebrew 'lyy6b' literally means 'the afflicted proper’. 


fact, the Biblical ‘Iyyéb' could not be a ‘birth name’ but rather a 
sora which was posteriorly given to Job, as a descriptive of his 
“standing painful state of affairs before the ‘restoration’, It should be 


He xbered at this stage that Job’s distress proper was not at all the sudden 
joss of fortune or sons; a hit, however being horrible, he could remarkably 


ithstand: 
"Naked came I out of my mother’s womb, and naked shall I 
return thither. The Lord gave, and the Lord hath taken away; 


blessed be the name of the Lord"} [Jb. I: 21] 


The real test of Job’s unflinching faith and total surrender unto God’s 
Purpose was indeed his long-standing incurable ‘Satanic’ sore boils because 
of which he would have cursed God as suggested by his wife, and for his 
Jong patience thereupon he deservedly earned his surname ‘the afflicted 
proper’. 

Hebrew ‘lyyab' is indeed the emphatic passive adjectival noun from the 
Hebrew triliteral "YB in the ‘pu‘al’ form. Such triliteral "YB is identical in 
semantic denotation to the Hebrew triliteral SRR, which is equivalent to 
the Arabic triliteral DRR, meaning to straiten, distress, afflict, etc. But the 
Hebrew ’YB starts from the notion of ‘enmity’, ‘hostility’, etc., suggesting 
to hit with an ‘adversity’, ‘misfortune’. Since ‘Satan’ (Hebrew, ‘the enemy’) 
was Biblically the author of Job’s ‘adversities’, the Hebrew ‘lyyéb' is taken by 
English Biblical scholars to mean ‘the persecuted’, i.e. the one p 
by the enemy. This is not only bad because of doing Satan too 
but principally because the stress in such surname ‘Tyydb' is 


(1) Nunation is, as stated earlier, the augmented unwritten final 'n' so 
mad’ uttered 'Mohammad-un'. 
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on Satan's fiendish pursuit of Job, but rather on the result ther 
distressed Prophet, i.e. not the ‘persecuted’, ‘harasseq’, but a, for, 
afflicted’, or the ‘afflicted proper’, which is derived directly from the bad, 
notion in the Hebrew ’YB, meaning to afflict. Hon) 
Such was indeed the Koran's erudite onomastic explanation 
Synonymy of the Hebrew ‘Iyy6b' in the following Koranic Verseg, at 
{"And (remember, O Mohammad!) Ayyiib (Job), when he 
to his Lord, ‘Verily, distress has seized me, and Yo, he 
Most Merciful of all those who show mercy; So We answereg 
his call, and We removed the distress that was on him, ae 
We restored his family to him (that he had lost), ang the like 
thereof along with them, as a mercy from Ourselves and g 
Reminder for all who worship Us.”} (Kor. Al-Anbya. £04 


Amazing as it is, the Koranic phrase ‘I am afflicted’, translating é 
precise meaning of the Hebrew name 'lyyob’, i.e. Koranic ' Ayyiib’, can ‘ e 
well be compensated for by the Hebrew phrase 'Iyydb ani’, ie. | am Iyyah 
(afflicted). 

Glorified be He, indeed, the Speaker in the Koran, the Almighty and the 
All-Knowing! 


ICN CNG 


Only One God. Such false worship is also accused of being an imit 
by Jews and Christians of identical practices of the old disk 


L. Ezra 
(Kor. ‘Ozayr) 


PAZ 
para (Koranic [‘ozayr] and Biblical Hebrew [‘ezra 


PEL ]) oc ; 
the whole Koran, within the context of decrying the curs only once in 


‘son of God' apostasy: 
{"And the Jews said, (‘Uzair (Ezra) is the son of God) 


re $ and th 
Christians said, “Messiah is the son of God’. e 


‘ That is a saying 
from their mouths. They imitate the saying of the disbelievers 
of old. God's Curse be on them, how they are deluded away 
from the truth! They (Jews and Christians) took their rabbis 
and their monks to be their lords besides God (by obeying 
them in things which they made lawful or unlawful according 
to their own desires without being ordered by God), and (they 
also took as their Lord) Messiah, son of Maryam (Mary), 
while they (Jews and Christians) were commanded [in Torah 
and Gospel] to worship none but One God La ilaha illa Huwa 
(none has the right to be worshipped but He). Praise and glory 
be to Him, (far above is He) from having the partners they 


associate (with Him)."} (Kor. At-Tawbah (Repentance): 30-31] 


In the forgoing Koranic Verses, the son of God worship is decried as 
being polytheistic, since such sons of God are taken for ‘Lords beside t 


| 
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which testifies to Koran miraculous erudition. Forme, k 
understood the statement “They imitate the saying Of the in ep 
old” as referring to Meccan pagans who worshipped ido}, : wPelieye, 
Al-‘ozza and Manat as the daughters of God, and who algo a ag Aya 
were the daughters of God. But this is bad, because Ara}, is that ag 
invent such apostate son-God worship. In fact, the Jews re hig diq . 
foregoing Koranic Verses were not imitating Arab Pagans ay in th 
Trinitarian Christians. The real forerunners of both, first the oe Cte th 
the Christians were Old Egyptians. Christian Trinitarian theolo, then 
indeed on Old Egyptian polytheistic mythology, especially on "appeg 
of Isis, which was reshaped in line with Alexandrian New-Plats” Thyth 
which the most brilliant representative was a native of R ae a & 
(205-270 A.D.), who was born near Asyut, Central Egypt. In this Stings 
it should also be considered that the threads of the Nicene area ee 
spun in Alexandria, by its bishop Athanasius who entereg thesia first 
way of philosophy. Indeed, if such Greek or Graecizing theologizers ' 
have legitimate excuse in their onerous heritage of Greek polyiate 
mythology, which was full of legends about Zeus, the son of eras istic 
Rhea and the husband of Hera, and their divine family of petty gods 1 
on the slopes of Mount Olympus, nothing warrants such grave slip into Fa 
son-god heresy by bearers of Divine Revelations on Abraham and Moses 
which culminated in Jesus's vociferous and unequivocal statement of strict 
monotheism addressing the Lord: 


{"And this is eternal life, that they know Thee the only True God, 
and Jesus Christ whom Thou hast sent"} [John. XVII: 3] 


This statement reserves eternal bliss in the Hereafter to those who believe 
in the One True God, and recognize Jesus as one of God’s Messengers who 
have been sent by Him. In this respect, the foregoing Koranic Verses remind 
Judeo-Christians that they are enjoined to ‘worship only one God and no 
God but Him’, and that their rabbis and monks, such as Ezra the scribe, 
were born from h selves, let alone the ‘Messiah 


r, Who ne ON O! (Od 
} 4 thas 
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pould be identified among Jewish rabbis and monks, indeed among 
))s ,mous of Jewish rabbis and monks, Hence, 'Ezra son of Saraiah’ 
ibe - st and scribe who, according to the book bearing his name in the 
ith? an e,leda colony of Jews back from Babylon around the last quarter 
yew a century B.C.. This Pent and scribe is especially reputed to have 
of the a from memory the ‘lost’ original text of Moses's Torah, which was 
nn gly found typical of a copy of the Torah written by Moses himself 
nat was allegedly found by chance among the ruins of the destroyed 
Je. Bara’s version pan become the only legitimate source of all accepted 
emP ns of the ‘modern’ Torah available now. In such manner, Ezra, the 
yers 4 ascribe, earned his claim to sanctity, which most probably availed 
pie , ‘honorific’ title of son of God referred to in the Koran, although 
ee unrecorded anywhere in the Jewish Bible available now in respect of 
Ky piblical figure, be it Ezra or else. 


Atal events, the question of such alleged Godly sonship will be treated 
., full in its most appropriate place, i.e. within the context of our onomastic 
i on the name of ‘Jesus’, who came to be the son of God par excellence. 
n 


LG 


The name of ‘Ezra’ (Koranic [‘ozayr] and Biblical [‘ezra}) is merely explained 
in the Koran by Onomastic Arabicization. In fact both the Koranic (‘ozayr) 
and the Biblical (‘ezra) are derived from the Semitic triliteral ‘ZR, which is 
common in both Arabic and Hebrew, meaning to succour, help, aid, etc. 


The verbal noun from such triliteral, i.e. succouring, succour and succourer 
or helper is (‘azr) in the Arabic and (‘ezer) as well as (‘ezra), with appended 
aleph (not appended feeble ‘h’ as usual in the Hebrew), in the Hebrew. Hence, 
the Hebrew name is (‘ezra). Such appended aleph is an Aramaic noun-ending 
standing for the Aramaic appended definite article, as usual in Aramaic 
proper names. Under the dominant influence of the Aramaic language 
within the Babylonian empire since, and after, the Babylonian captivity, such 
Aramaicisms, as normally expected, were not infrequent. ale 


Having seen that the Hebrew (‘ezra) is equal in both 
etymology to the Arabic (‘azr), and not to he Koranic (‘4 
Arabic diminutive of the Arabic (‘azr), unrelenting 


ee 


the Koran 


/ 
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as late Mr. Joseph Horovitz” sarcastically esa rs 7: EXCUSES foe, 
Koranic ‘lapsus’ by alleging that the Lapa “ 8 oe : on on e the dj tomas 
that they could even say 'Rurayy’ for Fir wohl a But nuit ‘on, 
serious criticism is not at all a ‘happy coniein ibe the diminutive - ly 
originally indicates ‘smallness’, also penves A = sh as stated cate 
to express either ‘despise’ or ‘endearment’, which are possibly needed et, 
Koran either to belittle the man so named, as well as any ‘human, ag ‘ 

alleged sonship, OF to express Jewish exagee 


to God through such 
endearment of their priest and scribe, who . so madly admired by som 
of them who raised him up to the unattainable rank of 'son o¢ Pe : 


unaware that such awkwardly loose language could inveigle their Chrig 
d worship. 


descendants into such apostate son-Go 
Yet, for our foregoing analysis to be correct, we should concede, improper 
that the Koran, by saying (‘ozayr) instead of (‘azr), was ‘commenting’ on i 
blasphemy, not really onomastically Arabicizing the Hebrew name, which : 
inadmissible according to our methodology adopted in the present research, 


n' of the problem is the following: | 


e 


tian 


In fact, our own 'solutio 
1) According to Hebrew scholars themselves as stated earlier, the name 
(‘ezra) could be taken, in the concrete, to mean not succour, help, 
etc., but succourer, helper, the equivalent of the Hebrew (‘ozér), the 
present participle of the Hebrew ‘ZR”. 
2) The Hebrew present participle (‘ozér) is the equivalent of the Aramaic 
(‘azér) (Arabic [‘Azer]). 
3) Understanding the Hebrew (‘ezer) in terms of the Hebrew (‘zér), 
meaning helper or succorer, which is the equivalent of the Aramaic 
(‘azér), readily leads, in the Aramaic-speaking region where the 
Biblical Ezra passed his captivity, to Aramaicize his Hebrew name into 


re ee tC 
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a” Lea nsonantly written Hebrew-Aramaic script, both the Hebrew 
‘) In 4) and its Aramaic equivalent (‘azér), are identic. ally spelt: ‘-7-1. 
‘of 


‘ Massorites, to whom the only ‘dotted’ version of the Jewish 

r) ie available now hi owed, found the Aramaicized pronunciation 

om) impossible in bewieg of the Biblical Hebrew: so they could 

; approximate it to its corresponding purely Hebrew proper 

a e (‘ezra) (with appended feeble 'h') meaning help, succour, etc., 

Sie ding all the same that the latter form could be taken in the 

ncrete t0 mean helper, succourer', etc., which is identical to the 
original semantic denotation of such Aramaicized (‘azera). 


qhe miraculous Koran was not translating the Aramaicized (‘ezra) 


put rather the original Hebrew (‘ozér). 


gince the model 'poél' on which the Hebrew (‘ozér) is built, is lacked in 
8) Arabic phonology, the erudite Koran had to approximate it to its nearest 
Arabic model ‘fo‘ayl, ie. Koranic (‘ozayer), which seems indeed as the 
diminutive of the Arabic (‘azr). However, this is not necessary, since the 
Arabic is already possessed of few words modelled on ‘foayl' without 
implying diminutiveness, such as the Arabic ‘lojayn’, i.e. silver. 


To be true; thoroughgoing Koran critics who were contemporary to the 
prophet (PBUH), i.e. Yathriban Jews, knew well that the Hebrew (‘ezra) 
should be construed in terms of the Hebrew (‘ozér); thus, Koranic (‘ozayr), is 
the only possible Arabicization of the former. Consequently, they could not 
raise the question of unwarranted diminutiveness. They only contended the 
Koranic accusation that they paid false worship to a rabbi or monks of theirs, 
upon which, as recorded in the hadith in which the Prophet (PBUH) said: 


“Yes, ye did; weren't they (rabbis and monks) decreeing for you 
(unconforming to the Divine Revelation) the lawful and the 
unlawful? Such, then, was your cult of the clergy” 


[Related by At-tabarani] 


God bless thee, truthful truth-telling, the seal of all God’s 
Messengers! 


QYOCSOHO 


LI. Loqman 


I 


unappealing anywhere in Biblical literature, ‘Loqman' is a purely 
goranic figure that occurred a twice in the whole Koran, in one surah 
pearing his name [Kor. wit onad (The Sage)]. This is a real honour indeed, 
ince having one aig aaa sural in his own name, isa privilege for the non- 
prophet ‘Loqman’, which is unshared by any other non-Prophet person, 
ave Mary, mother of Jesus. 
Inthe Glorious Koran, as well as in the pre-Koranic Arab legendry, Loqman 
appears as ‘sage’, who is Divinely endowed with an exemplar wisdom: 
{"And indeed We bestowed upon Lugmén Hikmah (wisdom 
and religious understanding, etc.), saying, ‘Give thanks to 
God’, and whoever gives thanks, he gives thanks for (the good 
of) his own self. And whoever is unthankful, then verily, God 
is All-Rich (Free of all wants), Worthy of all praise.”} 


[Kor, Logman (The Sage): 12] 
Being well-known to the pre-Koranic Arabs, albeit through legends, the 


person of Loqman needed no qualifying adjectives or descriptive epithets 
to identify him for the Arabs more than mere reference to his wisdom: 


{*.. We bestowed upon Lugqman Hikmah (wisdom and religious 
understanding, etc.)...”} [Kor. Loqman (The Sage): 12] 


This is a Koranic Verse which will prove to be a magnificent on 
explanation of the very name 'Loqman', ‘the most-wise’, as we soon 


{mm aa 


| 


| 
476 1 The Onomastic Miracle in the Koran 


The people of ‘Ad, the ‘Adians, Hud’s folk, were hel 
before the Koran, as a symbol of ancientry. Indeed, t 
that the Modern Arabic word coined for ‘antiques’ 
even Old Egyptian ones, came to be (‘Adiyyat), j 
say that, in Arab legendry, Loqman counts amo 


db 
re) Were a. ly 
LE. relicg of %a 


order. 


Apparently Arabic, ‘Loqman’ is modelled on the q — 
adjectival noun from the Arabic triliteral LQM which Means ¢ 
the mouth or to fill the mouth (with food). Hence, ‘Logma(ty. t € by 
mouthful and, figuratively, to block (a way, etc.). This latter me ie va 
to block, etc., is the only acceptation remaining from the Semitic ine 
LQM in Biblical Hebrew which is present in the proper he t 
meaning a fortress, designating a town so named in the tribe of nt 
[Jos. XIX: 33]. According to the Biblical lexicographers(, such re 
name ‘Laqqiim' is recognized in the emphatic agentive from the fa, 
triliteral LQM, meaning to stop the way, i.e. a stopper. Indeed, the Pe. 
descriptive 'Laqim’, which is derived from the same LQM, qualifies ca 
who excels over all opponents in a debate reducing them to speechlessne t 
whose 'wisdom' overwhelms his audience, as if by stuffing their sh 
with a large glutting mouthful, ie. a dumb-founder. In mechanics, from 
the same LQM, Arabic 'Loqma(t)’, i.e. mouthful, is the technical term fora 
‘plug’ used to stop a hole or an opening. 


Reviewing the above acceptations of the triliteral LQM, especially 
‘Loqma(t)’, ie. a mouthful, we should admit that the primary essential 
meaning in such triliteral must have been in older times as ancient as 
Loqman, to stuff, to fill, to surfeit, to glut, from which to fill the mouth 
with a mouthful, prior to swallowing. It also figuratively means to suckle, 
ie. picking the nipple between the lips, in which case the mother’s nippleis 
the child’s mouthful, not a swallow. After that, some secondary meanings 


(1) See, the under Hebrew ‘Laqqiim’, the Analytical Hebrew & Chaldee Lexicon, op. cit,P 
449. —_ 


id pul- Ayd and other Prophets and Kings 
poe 


vi 
fig rough usage such as to obstruct, to d 
; , umb- 
the mouth, as in eating, ete, found, to take a 
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into 
tedl influenced by their unlearned Judeo-Christian contem- 
former Koran exegetes thought of the Korani 4 
ies on he Biblical Belat b ’s e Koranic Loqman as 
pore ab ¢ with the : a ben Ber [Gen. XXXVI; 32], or Bel’am 
idem ox [Num XXIE 5], ere first names (Bela‘) and 'Bel‘im’, are both 
pet a m the abet i ‘i BL; Meaning to swallow, which is mis- 
mo be akin to the Arabic QM, meaning to take a mouthful into the 
ute “guch unwarranted likening is too bad, not only because there is 
att ing if common Dewees ii Koranic figure and the Biblical (Bela’) 
| a em! put also and at particular because it is grammatically incorrect 
of a outhful' is not a saber as stated earlier, Yet, an illustrious Arab 
sine eas great as Ibn Ishaq awkwardly stresses the allusion to the alleged 
f ne Koranic Logmén, by naming the latter (Loqman Ibn 
e‘ér, taking 'Loqman' as standing for either Biblical (Bela’) 
ing swallower or swallowing. 


ef cal ori ins 0 
wast) je, ben P 
of cel’im), Paks 
such unwarranted understanding of the triliteral LQM in terms of the 
eiiteral BL, with the emphatic augmentive (-an) in 'Loqmiin’, ie. the great 
ower or the large-mouthfulled, readily made enough room for silly 
jgraclisms, such as imaging Loqman with a large mouth and fleshy large 
ips, a8 4 ‘negro’ or even a black-skinned slave, since such physical traits 
are common to the black race. Also, some said that Loqman was a Nubian 
fom Upper-EgyPt which is absurd since the sound T, which is initial in 
‘oqman’, was jacking in Old Egyptian, for which either 'r' or 'n' were 
gubstituted in common Semitic roots. Others, including Ibn ‘abbas, even 
said that the ‘negro’ ‘Loqman’ was a judge in Israel! 
atements and many others as narrated by modern 
and on their feet in face of any scientific 
the present research is not to identify the 


Such contradictory st 
Orientalists® cannot of course st 
analysis. Yet, our chief concern in 
Koranic Loqman in terms 0 

of the language from which 
the Arabic LQM. A bearer of such purely A 


_ 
(1) A. Gardiner, Egyptian Grammar, op. cit. P. 27. 
(2) Joseph Horovitz, op. cit., pp. 29-31. 


f his nationality or birth-place, but in terms 
his name is coined, ie. undoubtedly from 
rabic name should have been 
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himself a genuine Arab, albeit of old times, as finally admitted 
Joseph Horovitz concluding his comments on the name ieee! late % 
n't) } 


In spite of the fact that 'Loqmin’ is a purely Arabic name 
Arab person, so that there is no need to explain it by the Rian Ning, 
to the methodology adopted in this work, we did on PUT Ose in hay 
our list, first to reject silly israelisms narrated on his behalf aan it py 
and most important, to explain his name as understoog by th *€cong 
not as misunderstood by former Koran exegetes, ‘Loqman’ mr Otay 
‘swallower’, but the 'dumb-founder’, he who overwhelms his audie Not the 
his ‘wisdoms’, i.e. ‘the most-wise’. Ace wi 


of 


This indeed was the Koranic magnificent onomastic explan 


name ‘Loqman' by Synonymy: Of the 


{"And indeed We bestowed upon Luqman Hikmah (wis does 
and religious understanding, etc.), saying, ‘Give thanks t, 
God’, and whoever gives thanks, he gives thanks for (the 
of) his own self. And whoever is unthankful, then verily, 
is All-Rich (Free of all wants), Worthy of all praise.”} 


800d 
God 


[Kor. Loqmin (The Sage): 12] 
That is, Loqmin was the Wisdom itself, the most-wise. 


Unlike the English 'wisdom' which has its ultimate etymology in the 
notion of ‘knowledge’, the Arabic equivalent ‘hekma(t)' is derived from 
the Arabic triliteral HKM, meaning to govern, rule over, decide on, settle, 
etc.. Thus, the Arabic 'Hakam' means an arbiter, and the Arabic Hakim’ 
means a wise man or full of wisdom. Accordingly, wisdom for the Arabs 
is particularly the wisdom of saying insightful statements that, by their 
truthfulness and piercing expertness, remain forever valid, Hence, Loqmin, 
means the dumb-founder. 


Such was indeed Loqman’s wisdom displayed in ‘Logmian’s exhortations 
toward his son as conserved in [Kor. Loqman (The Sage): 13] beginning 
with the most important of his exhortations: 


(1) () Ibid. 
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th God. Verily! Joining 
ulm (wrong) indeed.”} 
[Kor. Loqman (The Sage): 13] 


indeed be the wise 'Loqmian’, and glorified be Thou, the Speaker 
Bless’, the Almighty and the All-Knowing! 
wpe Kore 


OIC 


a sors e! Join not in worship others wi 
in worship with God is a great z 
others 


ip 


(haveer VII 
10 witness & the Herald 
it 


it present seventh chapter, by which we conclude our research, deals 
lowing last ten names. All these names have connection with 
wi anit to a large or small degree. I intend to tackle them in the 


solowin’ aite 
achariah, John, ‘Emran, Mary, Jesus, The Evangel (Gospel), Christians, 

nian Zoroastrians and Romans. 

al ? 


gachariah is the father of John the Baptist, Mary’s maternal cousin. 
Mary daughter of ‘Emran, is the mother of Jesus. The Evangel, or, more 
commonly, the ‘Gospel’, is the basic document forming the backbone of 
the Christian Faith. It consists of four equally authoritative books. It en- 
compasses Jesus's biography, from the day on which his mother conceived 
him without any father, through a miraculous breath from the Archangel 
Gabriel, until the day of his ascension, alive, to Heaven. All originally writ- 
ten in Greek by four men (Matthew, Mark, Luke, John), based on hearsays 
and reminiscences gathered during six decades, at least, after the time of 
Jesus by his disciples or even simple narrators. Jesus's miracles, as recorded 
by these four Evangelists, were of course done by God Himself through the 
medium of His Angels who were commanded to act accordingly, particu- 
larly Gabriel. These miracles were unwarrantedly discussed in the Nicene 
Council (A.D. 325) to avail Jesus of Godly sonship with the entitlement 
to be worshipped equally along with the ‘Rather’ and the "Holy Spirit’ as a 
part of the post-Nicene Christian Trinitarianism, as professed by present 
‘Christians’, followers of Jesus Christ according to the Nicene Creed. 
appellative ‘Christians’ needed not to be used in our research due to th 
fact that the Koran uses 'Nazarenes' (An-Nasara), instead of ‘Christians 
‘Nazarenes' will be the object of our analysis. 


5 
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The last three appellatives ‘the Sabians'’, ‘the Zoroasty; 
Romans’, are also included in the present chapter, due Ra, ag 


remote followers of John the Baptist. The Zoroastrians 
Persians, or self-declared followers of Zoroaster, a religiou Slam, 
8 teacher le 
sixth or seventh century BC, and the claimed founder of the dualig T of th 
/ Evil, or Light / Darkness creed. According to this creed, the M tic Goo4 
men, came from the East bearing gifts to the infant Jesus, saying. i, OF Wig, 


"Where is he who has been born king of the Jews? For W 
seen his star in the East and have come to worship him," 


8 
ALE pre 1 ete 


e have 


(Matt, 11, 2] 
Finally, the Romans, in the Koranic sense, are the Byzantine 
emperor Heraclius (610 - 641 A.D.), contemporaries with Koranic p 
elation (609 - 632 A.D.). Those were the people unto whom had mo 7: 
since Constantine’s conversion to Christianity, the scepter of Christena” 
a good reason to include them in the present chapter together with ae 
Christian appellatives. The second distinct reason for the inclusion dt 
three appellatives in the present chapter is the fact that all three belo ‘ 
more or less to the same historic cycle and that, at least for the Sabians 
and the Zoroastrians, both occur along with the Christians, in the Koranic 
Verse summarizing all types of worship that will be present until the Day of 
Resurrection in a descending order from the religion of pure monotheists, 
ie. Muslims, to abject idolaters. God says: 


{Verily, those who believe (in God and in His Messenger 
Mohammad), and those who are Jews, and the Sabians, and 
the Christians, and the Magi, and those who worship others 
besides God, truly, God will judge between them on the Day of 
Resurrection. verily, God is over all things a Witness} 


cor. Al-Hajj The} 4 n 


8 and thei 


ce ae 
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te Wi 
o ¥ wor these ten appellatives, each to be dealt with under its prop- 
ip _astic note, two other apparently Arabic Koranic appellatives 
ons, 
e “ ackled: 
the title ‘Christians’: The Koranic appellative ‘Al-Hawariyyiin’, the 
(i name for Jesus's disciples, Arabic form of the original Aramaic 
favariN’s j.e. associates; male-friends; and 


er the title ‘Romans’: The Koranic Arabic 'Adnal-Ard', lit., ‘the Lower 
ou 4, designating the battle place where the Persians conquered the 
a sin late 614 A.D., and where the Roman Byzantines would take 
eir revenbe in less than ten years [Kor. Ar-Riim (The Romans): 1-4], 
jaciding with the first Muslim victory over the Meccans in the second 
aa of the Hegira (early 624 A.D.). Both refer to two magnificent, fully- 
ealized Koranic prophecies, one concerning the victory of the Romans 
3 ver the Persians and the other concerning the outcome of the battle 
of Badr in favor of the Muslims at least eight years before the history- 
making Muslim victory, which was, by no means, predictable by any 
man in Mecca, where the same Muslims were leading a miserable life 
under the strong hand of their pagan persecutors, leaving them with no 
better dream than to survive Meccan oppression. 


Out of unconfessed, yet legitimate, total ignorance of the Hebrew- 
Aramaic and of Biblical literature, left uncorrected by their contemporary 
piblical scholars, former Koranic exegetes, followed by all subsequent 
Arab linguists until the publication of the present work, failed to pierce 
the precise meaning of both the Koranic 'Al-Hawariyyiin' and 'Adnal-Ard’. 
They only guessingly construed the former as meaning ‘white-dressed’, 
‘dean-hearted'’, ‘zealous advocates’, etc., and misconstrued the latter as ‘the 
Nearer-Land' not 'the Lower-Land’. They are excusedly unaware that, by 
the latter, the erudite Koran refers to ‘Palestine’, using its former Hebrew 
name 'Eres-Kena‘in', where Hebrew ‘eres’ means ‘land’ and Hebrew ‘kena‘an' 
isadjectivally used to mean ‘low’. 


Miraculous as it is, however, such particular shortcomings by schol- 
ars of Koran, left (most fortunately, indeed) uncorrected by any Bibli- 
al scholar up to the present day, marvelously works in favor of the 


ae 


| 
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onomastic miracle herein presented, testifying by itself ¢, se 
Creditability of the Koran, which represents the ultimate moc bd 
Last Divine Message's absolute preeminence over all religig, °F th 
Ns, Thi ie 
8 ig 


iyj Ne 


because: 
(1) had the real meaning of both the Koranic terms 'A]-} Tawaciyyy 
n' 


i 
‘Adnal-Ard' been current among Arabs, then the Koran exegeter  *nd 
have not come short thereof; and 8 Wou d 
(2) had Biblical scholars, on the other hand, been able to rem, dy 
shortcoming, then the ‘human’ author of the Koran, as alist Such ; 
have been accused of having tapped Biblical sources, as often Fs Coulg 
unlearned opponents of the Koran. Ne by 
The truth is, however, that the Koran scholars up to the Preseny 
are still unable to decipher the very meaning of either of the two da 
terms, and that Biblical scholars in Modern Hebrew translations a 
Greek Gospel still translate the Greek ‘mathetai’ (disciples), Not into 
Hebrew 'Haverim', originally Aramaic '‘Havarin' (Kor. 'Al-Hawariyyia 
but into the Hebrew "Talmidim' (pupils). They still believe, undoubted 
under the obnoxious influence of their highly imaginative Biblica] Sctibe: 
in the man called 'Kena‘in' (Canaan), fictitious grandson of Noah, re 
gave his name to a certain 'Land of Canaan’, thus making it impossible : 
construe the Hebrew ‘kena‘an' in the Biblical ‘eres Kena‘an' as an adjectiyg 
(low), qualifying a ‘low-leveled' region called 'Kena‘an’, the former Hebrew 


name for Modern Palestine’. 
EGE 

Before entering on the subject-matter of the present seventh chapter 
which deals with such ten Christian or Christendom-related names, oy; 
readers, particularly the Christian readership, are kindly warned that they 
should naturally anticipate under our forthcoming onomastic notes on 
both ‘Jesus’ and 'The Evangel’ an elaborate discussion, at a purely linguistic 
level, of post-Nicene Christian dogmas concerning Jesus, son of God, who 
came to announce the ‘good news' of his actual death on the cross to 're- 
deem’ mankind, culminating in the gross blasphemy of recognizing three 
deities (Father / Son / Holy-Ghost) hypostatically united in one Godhead, 
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a” 4 iphysical ‘ a bad joke, and, if'spiritual’ is bad language, but it 

ip ged 00 mistranslations into Greek of Jesus's original words ut- 
po e Hebrew- Aramaic, ones me (1) Abba, meaning 'the Lord’, not ‘the 
tn Bat, meaning aktonsa » Not ‘son’, whence 'Bar-Abba' means ‘cho- 
athe rod, not son of Gos ; CII) Jewny Greek 'lesots’, originally Hebrew 
go ntracted from Yehosiia" lit., ‘salvation by God’, not ‘the Savior’ 
eter net's an (IV) ai Evangel, Greek 'evaggélion', misconstrued in 
wk wn Gospel’, from Minis English 'Godspell’, to mean ‘good news’ 

P ell). The word ‘Evangel’ will prove to be — as we soon shall see in 
(or 4 vate place ~ an obscured Graecization of the inevitable original 


is aa naggelyon's i.e., the Clear-Warrant, as miraculously explained in 
fe 


oran. 
wk chief concern in the present research is to clearly demonstrate the 
stic miracle’ herein presented. It testifies to the Divine Credibility 

Pe eérith indicating the Omniscient Speaker in the Koran, which is 
BF piste proof of the last Divine Message's antecedence over all re- 
ee including, of course, the Christian faith. Such a demonstration, 
am very nature of our research, should be based on purely linguistic 
Y ents, independent of theology or religious philosophy. However, 
incidental criticisms of any existing religion, whenever necessary to elu- 
cidate our discussion, are also legitimate, at least from a purely scientific 


point of view. 


such a truth-seeking debate should not be appalling to a non-Mus- 

lim reader. In our present multi-religious world, where each religion 
daims to be the sole bearer of ultimate truth, and where freedom 

of belief is universal as an integral part of the rights of humans, it 
becomes now more than ever individually incumbent upon any one 
believing in God and the Last Day to reexamine, for one’s own salva- 

_ tion in the Hereafter, the truth about the religion in which one was 
| only accidentally born, and not to be driven away by any frustrating 
claim that one's views are unquestionable or by the authority of one's 
forefathers, which is obviously of no avail in the Hereafter. Freedom 
of religion does not mean that religion is a matter left to personal 
emperament. Indifferentism in this regard is too danger : 


‘ | 
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taken seriously: It is only Bternal Bliss or Eternal Torment, : 
one to decide for one’s own self. Multiplicity of religion is dhe every 
does not mean that all different faiths are equally goog rons Worl 
one to choose. Indeed, all are false but one, because truth, bien Mi ti, 
if revealed by God, is neither divisible nor manifold. No hum tl 
gel or devil is able or entitled to tell any truth about Gog Which” An, 
told by God Himself, for the only truth about God which jg a is Not 
on mankind is the truth revealed by God as uttered by an = hg 
Prophet of His, not introduced, reshaped or annotated by any dig. 
or priesthood. Any untruth about God found in any rej Bitty ale 
ficient proof that it is unauthentic since God, the Truth tikes Suf. 
not imply any untruth, antilogy or self-contradiction. Of theaag Can. 
glaring antilogies, the queerest is the ‘'trinitarian monotheism 
backbone of post-Nicene Christianity, and it is too self-contra dict he 
to need any comment since it is self-refutable: Either God jg on 
a triad, not both. But such antilogies -neither found in, nor inferahy. 
from, any statement by Jesus in the four adopted Greek Gospels, a 
so impossibly imputable to God- are evidently the exclusive inven. 
tion of sophisticated Christian clergy three centuries after Jesus’ as. 


cension. 

It should also be remembered in this regard that, among all three 
books -the Torah, the Gospel and the Koran- each held as Divine by its 
respective followers (the Jews for the Torah; Christians for both the Torah 
and the Gospel; Muslims for the Koran), only the contents of the latter 
are unanimously agreed to have been uttered totally, to the letter, by the 
Prophet, a historic person named Mohammad, across 23 years (609-632 
A.D.), It is uttered in the Prophet’s own language, Arabic, and still conserves 
its standards of expression, as well as semantic denotations of its vocabulary 
as used in the time of the Prophet. Compared to any other Arabic written 
material, the Koranic text remains, up to the present day, the most readily- 
intelligible material by any ordinary Arab. 

By contrast, both Moses's Torah and Jesus’s Gospel are neither Mo- 
ses's nor Jesus’, i.e. the respective Prophets. Although written down in 


Biblical Hebrew (now extinct), admittedly nearer to Moses's own ver" 


wen I as 

a five books of Moses's Pentateuch are agreed to have been 
or b unhistorical, nameless scribes, without excluding possible 

pi! ag daptations to suit new beliefs current in the scribe’s own 
ye al centuries after Mose. The same applies unfortunately to 
gm? “gospel with an added disadvantage: The whole New Testament 

oe ,dow? in Ecclesiastic ina not in the Hebrew-Aramaic, Jesus's 

i ite dis ciples’ ow? vernacular, with the direct result that Jesus's words 

4nd oe the Greek Gospels are not Jesus's own Hebrew-Aramaic words 
qv" hat rather an acceptable Greek translation thereof, non-amenable 
at?” quent revision by any Hebrew-Greek scholar through judicious 
oY vation of the Feet SaaS original, if any, as such original, 
cons Jy enough, never existed. 

fortunate y 


other most important, distinctive feature of the Koran, giving it 
3 te antecedence over all former holy books that are held Divine, 
ee _unlike Moses's Torah or Jesus's Gospel which are wholly nar- 
from ‘a’ to 'z', without excepting quotations being attributed to 
, to the Prophet, by human scribes, neither Prophets nor even 
Eapisthe Koran, to the letter, is God’s Own Speech. In the Koran, 
we speake the narrator and even the one who quotes is God Himself, 
and this is the case for every letter, not making room for any inter- 
osed human medium, even in the person of the Prophet. Unlike the 
torah, the unhistorical biography of the Jews from Adam to Moses, or 
the Gospel, a selected biography of the Master by disputing disciples, 
the Koran is not an autobiography of Mohammad told by the Prophet 
or by the Prophets’ companions, as it is the case with both the Torah 
and the Gospel, but the Koran is wholly God’s Word, preaching the 
Divine Message. 


God 


Such is not only an Islamic belief, but, in the first place, a fact repeatedly 
asserted in the Koran, challenging all nonbelievers to prove the contrary: 


{"Verily, it is We Who have sent down the Koran to you by 
| stages.”} [Kor. Al-Ensan (Man): 23] 


____ Indeed, a proper believer in God and the Last Day desires no better: 
To take God’s Own Words in the Koran, which is attested as the bearer 
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of God's Signet, for the sole criterion of the ultimate trut 

ing all other unattested pseudo-Divine Revelations, Such p,,.. Vertu 
C Pursuit 1. 

Koranic word is the safest way to the Hereafter, Of th, 


traced out e 
teed by God Himself: and guar 


an. 
{"And verily, this (i.e., God's Commandments) is Mys 
Path, so follow it, and follow not (other) paths, for they win 
separate you away from His Path. This He has ordained fy 
you that you may become pious."} —_ [Kor. Al-An‘am (Cattle); ip 


traight 


Fortunately enough, the miraculous Koran bears its own tes 
of Divine Credibility: The miracle of Divine Omniscience displaye ij 
whole Koran, of which the onomastic miracle is herein presented, jg ails th 
among numberless examples. The Koranic miracle of Divine Oniiiggaee 
is not only a Supreme Divine Testification of the Prophethoog ac “i 
ammad, unto whom the Glorious Koran was revealed, but also that of al 
preceding Prophets whose testification of Prophethood -~ the miracle of 
Omnipotence only binding on their respective attending audience _ died 
with them, but they have been confirmed in the Koran. 


tification 


As a direct consequence thereof, and by virtue of the fact that the 
Koran is the only remaining Divine Authority of the religious truth in 
former holy books, any truth remaining in former Judeo-Christian rey. 
elations is only binding on mankind if confirmed in the Koran. Also, 
every Biblical or Evangelic statement is wholly untrue if denied in the 
Koran, such as God's Words: 


{Surely, they have disbelieved who say: "God is the Messiah 
(Jesus), son of Maryam (Mary)." But the Messiah said, "0 
Children of Israel! Worship God, my Lord and your Lord." 
Verily, whosoever sets up partners (in worship) with God, 
then God has forbidden Paradise to him, and the Fire will be 
his abode. And for the wrongdoers there are no helpers. Surely, 
disbelievers are those who said, "God is the third of the three 
(in a Trinity)." But there is no god but One God. And if they 


101 it they s rily, a pain 


iT ia 


IO EE lO 
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wt he witness & 
and! 
whe Messiah (Jesus), son of Maryam (Mary), was no more 
thats 4 Messengers many were the Messengers who passed 
way efore him. His mother was a saintly woman (i.e., she 
pel eved in the Words of God and His Books). They both used 
1o eat food (as any other human being, while God does not 
4), Look how We make Aydt (proofs, evidences, Verses: 
tions, etc.) clear to them; yet look how they are deluded 


—. > 
| away (from the truth)."} [Kor. Al-Ma'edah (The Table): 75] 


om 


no harm, indeed, for a possible Christian reader to know from 
10 fa Muslim, such as myself, the real Muslim attitude in respect 
ofthe Messiah as being og reverent Jesus, a man, a Prophet and Messenger 
God, revering him without falling into the baseless pagan practice of 
ising heroes tO the rank of worshipped gods. On the contrary, I deem such 
jnowledge by present Christians most profitable to any honest believer in 
the Last Day when he realizes from our onomastic notes on ‘Jesus’ 


God and 
and ‘the Evangel’ hereunder that the whole post-Nicene Christian creed is 


totally based on glaring linguistic errors. 
QJOQOQO 


There is 


7 


Although counting among the accredited Prophets in the Koran, 
ariah, also written 'Zechariah’, is mentioned in the Gospel only as a priest: 


"In the days of Herod, king of Judea, there was a priest named 


Zechariah, of the division of Abiah, and he had a wife of 


the daughters of Aaron”, and her name was Elizabeth, 


and they were both righteous before God, walking in all the 
commandments and ordinances of the Lord blameless. But they 


had no child, because Elizabeth was barren, and both were 
advanced in years." 


Zach- 


[Luke I: 5-7] 
Luke's Zechariah was by no means the first bearer of such a Hebrew 


name, but was therein preceded by many Hebrew persons, such as "Zech- 
ariah son of Berechiah’, author of the book entitled 'Z; i 


Testament. Speaking in terms of Hebrew grammar, 


peeitoring which. and only di 
(A Saintly woman; member of an Aaronic order. 
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f 

a bimorphemic name, 'zekar + ya’, i.e. 'zekar’, is a vert fren 
ZKR in the 3" person masculine singular in the past fa 
second part, ie. ‘yi’, is an abbreviated form from the Hebre Whi 
God, or the Lord. Unlike English, the rule in Hebrew tYttes ' eh 
subject often follows its verb, but may also come first, exactly is t ¥ th 
lish. Hereupon, God's Name in this construction, i.e. ‘ya, ma a8 ip te 
the subject of the verb 'zekar', or even its direct object. Since - be Cithe, 
ZKR means “to remember’, “be careful not to forget", "heave oa we 
mind", etc., then the Hebrew 'Zekarya' literally means: ent in the 


1) He whom God remembered; or 


2) He who remembered God. 

In the tradition of the Biblical scribes’ Onomastics in taking . 
names as surnames or descriptive epithets, not just birth-nameg pe 
tian Hebrew scholars” - undoubtedly influenced by Z echariahy is. 
in the temple where an Angel appeared to Zechariah and told tne 
his prayer for a baby of his own (John) was ‘heard’ by the Lorg [Luk at 
8-13] — stuck to the first explanation, i.e. ‘he whom God remembereg I; 
‘he unto whose prayer God listened’. This is apparently artificial, beca or 
Evangelic ‘Zechariah’ was not the first bearer of the name so as tg fal 
that the name ‘Zechariah’ was first coined to suit the Evangelic Zeca. 
riah’s own experience in the temple, excluding any former ‘Zechariah’. We 
also know from Luke [Luke. I: 5-13] that Evangelic Zechariah was already 
so named before entering into the temple. It is also artificial because itis 
the opposite of the experience narrated. That is, it was Zachariah himself 
who first 'remembered' God in his prayer in the temple for a baby, upon 
which God 'remembered' him, by favorably listening to his prayer, This is 
the normal order that suits God's Divine Majesty: God remembers him 
who first remembers God, not the reverse. So it is said by God Himself in 


the Koran, addressing mankind: 


{"Therefore, remember Me (by praying, glorifying, etc.) that 1 
may remember you!"} [Kor. Al-Baqarah (The Cow): 152] 


(1) Analytical Hebrew & Chaldee Lexicon, op. cit. 


Id 
“re witness Be inti Zachariah 4 493 


« the most erudite Koren rather adopts Zachariah’s second, equally 
oat mastic explanation: ‘Zachariah’ means ‘he who remembered the 
‘ - - whose prayer in the temple for a baby in his childless old age 
jot parte old wife, God favorably listened, 
a 


arial’s nite iy is magnificently narrated in the following highly 
nic Verses: 
ent Kora 


if Ha-Ya-‘Ayn-Said. (This is) a mention of the mercy 

of your Lord to His slave Zakariyya (Zachariah). When 
2 called out to his Lord (God) a call in secret, saying: "My 
tora! Indeed my bones have grown feeble, and grey hair has 
read on my head, and I have never been unblessed in my 
invocation to You, O my Lord! And Verily! I fear my relatives 
after me, since my wife is barren, so give me from Yourself 
an heir who shall inherit me, and inherit (also) the posterity 
of Ya‘giib (, Jacob) (the inheritance of religious knowledge and 
prophethood, not wealth, etc.). And make him, my Lord, one 
with whom You are Well-pleased!” (God said,) "O Zakariyya! 
Verily, We give you the glad tidings of a son whose name will 
be Yahya (John). We have given that name to none before 
(him)." He said: "My Lord! How can I have a son, while my 
wife is barren, and I have reached an extreme old age." He 
(the Angel quoting the Words of God) said: "So (it will be). 
Your Lord says: It is easy for Me. Certainly I have created 
you before, when you were nothing!" [Zakariya (Zachariah)] 
said: "My Lord! Appoint for me a sign.” He said: "Your sign 


ie 

(1) These letters are of the miracles of the Koran, and none but God knows their mean- 

ings. These are five letters of the Arabic alphabet respectively corresponding to 

English (k, h, y, 5 and s sounds), to be uttered separately, Although introducing so 

many Suras in the Koran, such and other letters of the alphabet remain unintel- 

. ligible as to their semantic denotation but, functionally, as I am ready to concede, 
| are a call for order and attention before starting the Divine Speech, 

(2) By which to ascertain the occurrence of the forthcoming happy event. We know 

from the next Verses that the sign was given to Zachariah 

_ from the temple, whereupon he found himself s 

days during which, and only during this time, he 

Procreating powers and became able to impregnate 
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is that you shall not speak unto mankind for thre 

though having no bodily defect." ‘Then he came — nights 
people from Al-Mihriib (a praying place or a Pint to 
etc.), and he told them by signs to glorify God's a "00m, 
the morning and in the afternoon. (It was said to ee in 
"O Yahya (John)! Hold fast the Scripture (the Torah) Son); 
We gave him wisdom while yet a baby. And (mad, An 
sympathetic to men as a mercy (or a endowment) Wie him) 
and pure from sins [i.e. Yahya] and he was righteous, Us, 
dutiful towards his parents, and he was neither an pent and 
one nor disobedient (to God or to his parents). Ang dnt 
(i.e., peace) be on him the day he was born, the day hes 
and the day he will be raised up to life (again)!") ni 


[Kor. Maryam (Mary); 1-15} 


Let us shed light on the second Verse in the above Koranic Verses 
translation cannot be compared with the majestic grandeur of the ae 
The second Verse states: "(This is) a mention (i.e., remembrance) i 
mercy of your Lord to His bondman Zakariyya (Zachariah)." Jy i the 
Arabic, it reads: ‘dikru rahmati rabbika ‘abdahu zakariyya', where the ia 
bic ‘dikru’, i.e. remembrance, assonantly corresponds to 'zakar' sei ee 
ah’s Hebrew name, or 'zekar' in the original Hebrew 'zekar + ya’, while the 
next two words 'ralimati rabbika’, i.e. "The mercy of your Lord" ig akin to 
the second 'ya’, i.e. the Lord, in the Hebrew name, which by all means en. 
titles us, remembering that God is the author of the Koran, to construe the 
whole Koranic sentence as follows: "Compassionately did 'We remember’ 
Our bondman ‘who remembered the Lord’ ", onomastically explained by 
understanding the name Zachariah as the one who remembered God. 


But the Koran also explains the name 'Zachariah' using a direct syn- 
onym. In another Koranic Verse relating Zachariah’s experience in the 
temple, where he asks for a sign from God by which to ascertain the forth- 
coming of John, we read: 


(1) This is a marvelous explanation, in passing, of the name which comes just before it, 
‘John’, unanimously misconceived, until the publication of the present work, to be the 


es 


} 
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av (Zachariah) said: "0 my Lord! Make a sign for me.” 

ar said: "Your sign is that you shall not speak to mankind 
three days except with signals. And remember your Lord 

wee (by praising Him again and again), and glorify (Him) 

in the afternoon and in the morning."} 

(Kor. Al-‘Emran (The Household of ‘Emrin): 41] 


‘remember your Lord’, confronted with Zachariah, 'the one who 

ered the Lord’, is a plain onomastic explanation using a direct 

ym needing no further comment. 
— 


QYOM{OA6 


LIII. John 
(Kor. "Yahya') 


BQ 


y, the language in which Jesus’s Gospels were originally written, is 
oe tional’ language where, unlike English, nouns in the simple form 
Pad a distinctive ending, or a ‘case-ending’, showing the ‘nominative’, 

often << ‘ablative’, etc. case, in which the particular noun, or ‘name’, 

. a in relation to other elements forming the sentence. Generally 

Fins, masculine singular nouns normally add an appended 's' to the 

at form when in the ‘nominative’, i.e. in the ‘Subject Case’, changing 
iqto ‘n’ When in the ‘Accusative’ or ‘Direct Object Case’. For instance, the 
name ‘Jesus’ originally the Greek 'Iesot' in the simple form, appears in 
Greek Gospels ‘lesotis' in the nominative, ‘lesotin' in the accusative, and 
simply ‘esot’, which is the ground basic form, in other cases. Thus, the 
final 's' in the English ‘Jesus’ is not an integral part of the name, the basic 
form of which is ‘Jesu, but rather a case-ending marking the nominative, 
inherited from the Greek ‘lesods', where 's' indicating the nominative case 
isadded to the Greek basic form ‘lesot’. 


The same applies to the name ‘John’, forerunner and baptizer of Jesus- 
Christ, originally written ‘Ioannes' in the Greek Gospels, the marvelous 
son Divinely given to Zachariah and Elizabeth in their adv 
bya miracle of God, indeed a fully fledged miracle w 


ee Se 

(1) Obsolete archaic variable of Jesus’. As for the initial 'J’ in nar 

_Tecob, Julius, etc. after entering the English language thr 
g an English 'j, up to the 17% century, was sounded -and sti 
Bie » €tc., whence, ‘Jesu’ sounded like 'Yesu’, etc, 
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absolutely incredible in terms of medical science: Restoring in th 


decrepit Zachariah, although for a limited period, his lost ae “2 
procreating powers, and reviving in the elderly, barren Elizabeth, wk 
for only one childbirth, her female reproductive system. By the hes ugh 
their priestly vow [Luke. I: 5], both Zachariah and Elizabeth Wéte ‘i fact fr 
members of the tribe of Levi if not direct descendants of Aaron, ey sig 

9 the 


Jewish priesthood since the time of Moses. Thus, their sons aga 
Greek ‘Ioannes’, is doubtless purely Hebrew in origin and, accordiy, Johny 
meaning should be sought through a judicious analysis in Hebrey i its 
with due regard to possible changes introduced to suit Greek gramme 
phonology. Tang 
Beginning by removing the inflectional final 's' from the veal 
Greek ‘Ioannes' (pronounced 'Yoannes'), we just remain with : si 
form ‘Ioanne' (pronounced 'Yoanné' with the final 'é' half-stresse, 4), ie 
is indeed the original Hebrew name Graecized. ch 
It is precisely Graecized "Yoanné', which we should now Proceed tp 
reconstitute back into its original Hebrew form in order to pierce the ity 
meaning of John’s name. But before starting our analysis, we should recall 
that such a name, in its original Hebrew form, was ‘brand-new’ to ths 


Hebrew ears, as told by the Koran: 


{We have given that name to none before (him)."} 
[Kor. Maryam (Mary): 7]®) 


This confirms Luke's statement: 
"And on the eighth day they came to circumcise the child, and 
they would have named him Zechariah after his father, but his 
mother said: Not so; he shall be named John (Greek: 'Toannes’). 
And they said unto her: None of your kindred is called by this 
name. And they made signs to his father, inquiring what he 
would have him called. And he asked for a writing tablet, and 


wrote ‘His name is John’. And they all marveled." 
[Luke. I: 59-63] 


Ties (ie 


A ae a ee) si, ee 


| 
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an pveleds of course, because such a name which was given to 
jn the temple piior to his wil conception of John and about 
husband and wife were unanimous throughout the pregnancy’s 
me bh period, was a name brand-new, i.e, unheard of before among 
0 
ews tvcnth ' 
ihe gently, any attempt by w romsoever to construe John’s name in 
consed ersonal name already existing among Hebrews before John the 
oo Bho ald be considered as artificial and futile. 
seth 


pap encec! 


’ jmously agreed that the first morpheme in the Graecized 
It |e. 'Yo', is Hebrew "Yehwa’, God, or the Lord, abbreviated, 
at deed occurs initially in so many Hebrew proper names, such as 


cag .. the person named), where 'Yo', God, is the subject preceding 
pin 
4 yerD 


its 
ot 7 (Theodore), literally ‘God's Gift’ or ‘a gift from God’. 

jine with the Hebrew 'Yonatan', we also have the Hebrew ‘Yohanan’ 
fom the Hebrew ‘Yo’, God, plus the Hebrew triliteral HNN, to be gracious, 
compassionate, to give graciously, etc., conjugated in the 3“ person mascu- 
ine singular ‘hanan', meaning "Yehwa has been gracious, compassionate, 
orhas given (him, the person named) graciously." 


Now, for '-anné’, the second part in the Graecized 'Yoanné’, to be totally 
Hebrew - so as to reconstitute the Evangelic Ioannes back into its original 
Hebrew form before its Graecization by Evangelic scribes into 'Toannes' — 
there must have been a missing initial ‘h' in the Greek '-anné', which should 
be pronounced '-hanné' in the Hebrew”. 


Hereupon, the name ‘John’, the Evangelic Greek 'Toannes' (basic form 
‘oanné' or "Yoanné’), must inevitably have sounded 'Yohanné' in the Hebrew 
and nothing else. 


(1) Such supposedly initial ‘h' sound had to be dropped from the Graecized 'Yo-anné' because 
thisis impossible in terms of Greek Phonology, but it is conserved in the form of the silent 'h’ 
inthe English ‘John’, spelt 'h’ in the German ‘Johannes’, such as M.L. Johannes. 


500 i] The Onomastic Miracle in the Koran 
Such self-imposed ‘-hanné' in the Hebrew 'Yohanne' Joh 

¢ JO ny 

name, could only, strictly speaking, be derived from the. ry Bl 


triliteral HINA, conjugated in the third person Masculine ¢: 
tense of the intensified causative 'Piel'”) but Chaldizing t. at Pag, 
~ ty 


immense Aramaic influence prevailing at the time — into th er ty 
‘Pael', whence we arrive at ‘hanné' instead of paradig F : 
even ‘hinna’, both excluded as they do not confor 
name ‘Yo-hanné’. 

It may be rightly retorted, however, that the use of the 
triliteral LINA in the ‘Piel’ form is not attested in Biblical} Het Hebrey 
such objection is overruled by the fact that the name Yohanad Tew, but 
Zachariah in the temple was until then ‘brand-new’, as st sige! wea to 

Od in 


the Koran: 
{"We have given that name to none before (him).”} 
[Kor. Maryam (Mary); 7 
This explains why it seemed unintelligible to Zachariah’, folk 
marveled at the very uttering of the name by Elizabeth, which Zack | 
however, confirmed in writing. ; 
At all events, we only have the Evangelic Graecized 'Yoanng' that 
reconstitutes into the Hebrew 'Yohanné’, and we have no other alternative 


to take. 


We must also recognize the fact that there is no reason whatsoever 
to question the authority of the Evangelic 'Yoanné' as spelt and pro- 
nounced by the four Evangelists, Matthew, Mark, Luke and John, es. 
pecially Matthew, one of Jesus’s disciples, as they must have heard the 
name 'Yohanné' uttered by their master, have seen John himself who 
died only three years before Jesus’s ascension and have called him by the 
name "O Yohanné!", or at least have heard his name uttered by his own 


disciples. 


(1) A stem class in Hebrew Grammar, 
(2) See, under "Tables of Paradigms’, The Analytical Hebrew & Chaldee Lexicon, op. cit, 


- tables M, N and Q, plus remarks, 
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the Wess 


"yo anné = gays + should be construed as such in terms of 

rs rew HINA, in the Piel’ model of the third person singular past 
ihe He nanné’ as stated earlier, as the Hebrew HNA means "to decline; 
ens? ‘A to dwell; to encamp (against); or to besiege (a town).” This is 
ps to the Hebrew SWR, and akin to the Arabic HSR, meaning “to 


a » 
let tighten, etc: 


gut what could such a construction 'Yohanné' possibly mean after all? 


| 14 


Christian Hebrew scholars, even until the present day, have, with- 
exception, misconstrued the name ‘John’ - Evangelic 'loannes’, which 
Sieh ced ‘Yoanné' — in the Graecized basic form, in terms of the He- 
sei ‘yohanan literally pos is gracious or God has given graciously". 
this is undoubtedly in allusion to Zachariah’s experience in the temple, 
hose prayer for a son was graciously heard and favorably answered. 


such universally adopted interpretation mistaking the Graecized 
‘yoann for the original Hebrew ‘Yohanan’ is impossible because it: (I) 
does not conform in sound or writing to the only possible original He- 
brew 'yohanné’; and more importantly (II) construes the name ‘John’ 
in terms of "Yohanan’, current among Hebrews long before John the 
Baptist, and thus not explaining the Divine Statement, ‘We have given 
that name to none before (him)", confirming Luke's account quoting 
Zachariah’s folk who marveled when hearing this name from Elizabeth, 
expecting Zachariah to correct it but he, instead, confirmed his wife's 
suggestion in writing [Luke I: 59-63]. This would not have been the case 
had Elizabeth uttered ‘Yohanan’, not 'Yohanné’, upon which Zachariah 
insisted, at that time totally unintelligible to Zachariah’s folk. 


_ To obviate the difficulty, such Christian Hebrew scholars n 

_ thought of '-hanna’, with the open final ‘a’ instead of 'e’ in 'Y 
Which the Hebrew '-hanna' means ‘grace or favor’, a ¥ 
Same triliteral HINN. This is as if Zachariah effectiv 
favor from God, which Evangelists miswrote 'Yohan 
Going, they were creating any problem for future lin; 
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Such latter interpretation, i.e. 'Yohanna’, is no less unacce 
former ‘Yohanan’, for the following reasons: 


1. Yohanni’' still does not conform in either sound or Writin 
only possible original Hebrew 'Yohanné' written by the 
Evangelists"; 

2. 'Yohanna’’ is no different in meaning from Yohanan’, which ee 
excluded: 'Yohanna’ means ‘a favor from God' while "Yohaniin’ Teady 
‘God has favored’. Nothing warrants that Zachariah’s folk — amon Means 
the female name ‘Hanna’ was recognizable enough in the beediae 
Virgin Mary's mother - could have possibly misunderstood the st) the 
of '-hannda’ in 'Yohanna' to explain their astonishment as narrated, 


Plable tha, th 
e 


8 to 
th 

Giigun * 
“eCleing 


3. Hebrew translations of the Greek Gospels never use the alleged "Yohantl 
in any reference to John the Baptist, but rather 'Yohanan', after ies 
Zachariah’s son has been unanimously ‘baptized’ by all non-Semitic a 
brew scholars. By so doing, such Hebrew translators of the New Teds 
leave their Hebrew reader (Luke I: 59-63) totally perplexed at the fie 
cable attitude of Zachariah’s folk marveling at hearing 'Yohanjn' uttered 
by Elizabeth and confirmed in writing by Zachariah, while he himseig the 
modern reader of such Hebrew translations of the New Testament, already 
knows that such a name Yohanan’ was current among Hebrews long be. 
fore John the Baptist; and 

4. It is true that the non-Hebrew Semites, such as the Christian Arabs, 
have always said and written 'Yohanna' never ‘Yohanan’, but this is not 
Hebrew at all; it is rather an Aramaicizing pronunciation of "Yohanan! 
with an appended ‘aleph' (‘Yohanan + a’), a sign of the Aramaic definite 
article, commonly added to proper names in Aramaic dialects, whence 
'Yohanana’ is readily contractible into "Yohanna’, as occurring in the 


(1) Speaking of the Greek language, there is no one phonological consideration to 
warrant abandoning the alleged 'Yohanna' for 'Yohanné'. As for the Hebrew ‘Yoni’ 
(Jonah), the same Evangelists wrote 'Ionas', never ‘Iones'. 

We should always recall that the whole New Testament was originally written in Greek 
and therefore the: a need later for such Hebrew translations from the Greek 


> Dba ren ape 


bus 
re 


(2) 


re 79 
Dep oder. 
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,” , example. In this context, it should be noted that the whole 
die heritage in the East drew not on Hebrew or Hebraicizing lit- 
cneis put rather on Greek or Graecizing sources including, in the 
“ac the Greek Gospels. 


in passing only one concrete example depicting how obnoxious to 
qnis <a faith has been the irreparable loss of Jesus's own words, origi- 
y christ in Hebrew or Hebrew-Aramaic, They have been incapable by 
ay” ees 0 correcting the interposed translators, allowing for such post- 
pase ge headed theologies, almost all based on mistranslations. 


Christian misconceptions, errors and mistranslations were 
yet, ad later by the Magnificent Koran, the only remaining Authentic 
oo Jation. 
; evela 
pivine ® 


eG 


ccholarly correct is indeed the Koranic Arabicization of the name ‘John’, 
anally Graecized ‘Ioannes'’, nominative of the basic form ‘Ioanne’, pro- 
ae 4 'Yoanné’, transliterating in terms of Greek phonology the inevi- 
myeorignal Hebrew ‘Yohanné’, Arabicized "Yahya' in the Koran. 


guch a Koranic "Yahya’ is evidently a finite verb conjugated in the third 
person masculine singular from the Arabic HYY (i.e., to live, be alive, but 
also to be decent, chaste; to forbear; refrain from; to blush; be bashful, 
modest, timid, etc.). Thus, the Koranic 'Yahya', used as an appellative, 
could mean either (I) the (long-) living-one; or (II) the abstinent. Yet, the 
Koran opts unambiguously for the second meaning, 'the abstinent’, in the 
following Koranic Verse where the name ‘Yahya’ is explicitly explained 
using an onomastic synonym: 


{"Then the angels called him, while he was standingin prayer in 
Al-Mihrab (a praying place or a private room), (saying): "God 
gives you glad tidings of Yahya (John), confirming (believing 
in) the Word from God [i.e. the creation of 'Esii (Jesus), the 
Word from God ("Be!" and he was!)], noble, abstinent (i.e., 
keeping away from sexual relations with women), a 
from among the righteous."} ay 


[Kor. Al-‘Emran (The Household of 
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e original Arabic of this Kotani. , 


ic 
reads in the original text as ‘hati’ yn, oa HSR (ie, tity 
restrain, besiege, etc.). It is cognate i ‘ ; ebrew TINA, f, Straj 
Hebrew '-hanné was derived in the Pie ae integrated inty Whi. 
original Hebrew name ‘Yo-hanné ne id erated into the G, Joh, 
Evangelic ‘Ioannes’, base form eu erenounged Yoanny 
nally 'Yo-hanné' (i.e. he whom God has restrained, m, hee tg 
virtuous, chaste, etc.), which is precisely the very meanjp “ Fhe ey 
gelic name ‘Ioannes’, Divinely even to Jone the Baptist before Ban, 
beth’s conception of him as stated in puree Gospel and confi, ing 
the Koran. Yet, the subtlety of the name, intended to streg, i ae ‘ 
obscured its meaning both for Zachariah’s folk as well a, for Vey 
sequent Hebrew scholars, who failed to understand it ap da Suh. 
instead to substitute it, unwarrantedly indeed, for another ' MPteq 
name, ‘Yohanan’, commonly known to them, although current Bh 
Hebrews long before Zachariah’ son, which is directly op 
Divine Statement {"We have given that name to none b 


as stated earlier. 


Amazing enough, th 


; On, 
POSite to 4” 
e 


efore (him 


Indeed, John’s life as narrated in the Greek Gospels highly teat 
John’s chastity and abstinence, availing him, apart from all] other Pro 
to be so named. A subtle allusion to this fact was made by Jesus, answetin 
his disciples who found it difficult to follow his precept concernin 
indissoluble marriage, by his saying: 8 


fies t, 


{"If such is the case of a man with his wife, it is not expedient to 
marry."} 


But Jesus replied: 


{"Not all men can receive this precept, but only those to whom it 
is given. For there are eunuchs who have been so from birth, and 
there are eunuchs who have been made eunuchs by men, and 
there are eunuchs who have made themselves eunuchs for the 


sake of the Kingdom of Heaven. He who is able to receive this, let 
him receive it."} 


[Matt. XIX: 11 and 12] 


ee 
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; * pe remembered that Jesus himself was equally ‘abstinent’ as 

9 It put only with e a sexual desires, not concerning other bodily 
guch as good food, good drink and cost perfumes; 

i © yas strictly both. ae 


true that absolute abstinence is not highly commendable in th 
It” ne Message ie. Islam, which calls for moderateness as one of 
jim's highest virtues. Jesus's total celibacy might be taken by 
;caean theorizers as evidence of godhood, not allowing for the 
‘460 d' to have a penton of God’, and so forth, ad infinitum. But 
Fae yestionably beatae John was already a perfect retort to such an 
he ont. Their celibacy, first John then Jesus, was rather due to the fact 
roth cousins had a very short time to achieve their respective mission 
is WO rid, not allowing them to think of marriage or children, or 
ip ; that God has so willed, so as neither of them, both miraculously 
hort could leave behind any possible claimant to their title. 


ICNGNG 


& the Herald 


LIV. ‘Emran 


DS 


aggnrin is ie 
and of AnD 


as may b 


sb 

Be eevcmbe!) when the wife of ‘Emriin said: "O my Lord! 
[have yowed to You what (the child that) is in my womb 
to be dedicated for Your services (free from all worldly 
work; to serve Your Place of worship), so accept this from 
me. Verily, You are the All-Hearer, the All-Knowing.” 
Then when she delivered her [child Maryam (Mary)], she 
said: "O my Lord! I have delivered a female baby,” and 
God knew better what she delivered, "And the male is not 
like the female, and I have named her Maryam, and I seek 
refuge with You ( God) for her and for her offspring from 
Shaytin (Satan), the expelled from God’s Mercy.” So her 
Lord (God) accepted her with goodly acceptance. He made 
her grow in a good manner and put her under the care of 
Zakariyya (Zachariah). Every time he entered Al-Mihrab 
(the prayer chamber) to (visit) her, he found her supplied 
with sustenance. He said: "0 Maryam (Mary)! From 
where have you got this?” She said, "This is from God." 
Verily, God provides sustenance to whom He wills, without 
limit."} [Kor, Al-‘Emran (The Household of ‘Emran): 35-37] 


name given in the Koran to the Virgin Mary’s father, and 
e (Mary's mother) whom delivered Mary after ‘Emran’s 
e inferred from the following Koranic Verse narrating 
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Compared to such and several other Koranic Verses to , ; 
Mary, narrating her birth, naming her father, telling of he, sen ; 
sanctuary according to a prenatal vow by her mother™, yy, de ICe in th 
care, etc., the Evangelic account in respect of Jesus's mothe, lags “aia, 
far behind: The earliest mention of Mary in the Greek Gospels a dee 
ing her on the stage of events, begins with Gabriel's visit 'to vite ee 
Mary’ in a city of Galilee named Nazareth, announcing to her that Name 4 
conceive in her womb and bear a fatherless son whom she shal] m She Wil 
[cf. Luke. I: 26-31]. Nothing is told by any Evangelist of Mary’, life is Jesy, 
existence before the miraculous conception. They did not relate a 8 te 
of her birth, her parents or her prenatal vow to serve in the sanctug, Ing 
cept that we are taught, in a passing reference, that Elizabeth, 7...” 


Ys ex. 
k Mit ve ' achariay, 
wife and John’s future mother, is a 'kinswoman’ of Mary [Luke, y. 36) 


But with Luke’s obvious stress on the miraculous birth of Jesus me 
virgin, he would have not made any reference to his future Mother a 
could have started his Gospel with Jesus being fully grown up (just as Me 
and John did) or contented himself with a passing reference to the effec 
that Jesus's mother was betrothed to a certain Joseph and that, before the 
would have united in wedlock, she was found to be with a baby of the Holy 
Ghost (as said by Matthew who was mostly preoccupied with recording 
the genealogy of Jesus from Abraham to "Joseph the husband of Mary, of 
whom Jesus was born, who is called Christ" [Matt. I: 16], and not bothering 
to insist any longer on the miraculous birth). 


With this being Luke's account about Mary, the most ‘extensive! account as 
compared to the writings of the other three Evangelists from whom Luke dis- 
tinguished himself as the one who "has verified all things from their source’ 
[cf. Luke. I: 3 - original Greek text], it is no wonder that all of the four Evan- 
gelists could not, or did not try to, identify Mary’s father or even care to men- 
tion his name, just as they did with Mary's mother (Anne in extra-Evangelic 
sources). However, they took a different attitude towards Mary's sister, Eliza- 
(1) With the single exception of the Virgin Mary, whose name had inevitably to be citedat 


us son of Mary’, no female person is cited by name 
aditions « ng a lady’s name too intimate to be 
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, wit 


ad ‘ 5 extensively spoken of within the context of her miraculously 

ane and birth of John the Baptist, and then her niece’s fatherless 

a six months later. 

a , our present onomastic note is concerned, however, the truth 
AS pat «gmran’ is an exclusively Koranic name of Mary's father, 

eens ot named in any of the four Greek Gospels as well as any other 


n 
whe ya Christian references. Only the Koran referred to the name of 
0 


| : ’s father i289 
| alt ever-failing precision of the Koran, which testifies to its all-com- 
anate Knowledge as demonstrated by such a particular example 
prisind », father, ought to impress any neutral scholar worthy of the title. 
Or sat of sheer malice, some Judeo-Christian pseudo-scholars” who 
yet, oa ful to their old tradition of foolishly accusing the Koran of out- 
ate a subtle reproduction of their Bible, managed instead to insinuate 
ight e Koranic name “Emran' was in fact modeled on “amram’, the 
that which the Bible gave to the father of Moses, Aaron and Miriam, 
en the Koran would have come to confuse Miriam with Mary, the 
mother of Jesus, by calling her once "Mary, the sister of Aaron." 


put for the purpose of refuting such an unfounded claim, the name 
pmrin’, which was common among the pre-Koranic Arabs, could possibly 
be excluded from the present work which is solely concerned with the non- 
Arab Koranic names. The name “Ermian’ is indeed a purely Arabic pre- 
Koranic name, and was not invented by the Koran. 


o 


Yet, how could an Israelite living in North Palestine several centuries 
before Prophet Mohammad bear this purely Arabic name given to him by 
theKoran? Was it not more fitting for a Levite to be named after “amram’, the 
father of Aaron, his ultimate high-priest and the head of Jewish priesthood 
since Moses as told by the Pentateuch? 


The answer is yes, indeed! There is no doubt that the bare fact, which I do 
not intend to question, is that Mary’s father bore the Biblical name “amram’, 


| 


(1) See, for example, Joseph Horovitz, op. cit., p.15. 
_ (2)Already replied to in our onomastic note on ‘Aaron’ (q.v.). 


en 
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not the Koranic name “Emran' as uttered by the pre-Islam abs 
an equally solid fact that the pre-Koranic ue of Natheib (later Moa iti, 
referring to their Prophet Moses, always said in Arabic ‘Miisg Ibn da), iy 
not 'Miisa Ibn ‘amram’. Moreover, among the Jewish COMMUniItieg , "Nein 
Arabia since the Diaspora, there never was any single Jew nan,, d inv i, 
but rather some were called “Emran’, in spite of the fact that Most Tiny 
Jews bore originally Hebrew names in Arabicized forms, of these 


This means either that “Emran’ is an Arabicized form of tite ns, 
Hebrew “amram', or that both the Hebrew “amram' and Arabic origina 
are one and the same in meaning, each coined apart, in term, of oe 
respective language, from the Semitic triliteral “MR, common te . 


both, 
Although the first alternative (i.e. that “Emran’ is a Meaninglessly 
bicized form of the original Hebrew “amram’) is easier, it must bee 
at once by virtue of the fact that “Emran’ is a fully-fledged Senuin 
name built on the 'fe‘lan' model from the Arabic triliteral ‘MR 


multiple acceptations all widely used in Arabic. 


a. 
Xclude, d 
€ Arah: 


Ic 
» Which has 


Accordingly, we have now to demonstrate that “Emrin' jg the Arabic 
equivalent of the Biblical “amram in both etymology and semantj 


Cc deno. 
tation. 


EG 


Owing to the fact that the scribe of the Exodus did not bother in his 
narrative to explain the name of the father of Moses, the Biblical Hebrew 
lexicographers ventured to suggest that amram’ was not a uni-radical 
Hebrew word from the triliteral ‘MR, but rather a combination of (I) the 
Hebrew “am' (which means people, nation or kindred), derived from the 
Hebrew triliteral ‘MM (which means to be common, in common, etc.); and 
(II) the Hebrew ‘ram’, (which means high or exalted), from the Hebrew 
triliteral RWM (which means to be high or exalted). Therefore, they 
hesitated between two possible explanations of the name “amram: 'People 
of (Most) High’ or 'Exalted People". 

(1) See, for (a), Webster's Dictionary, Unabridged, op. cit., Supplements, Scripture Proper 

Names, p.87; and for (b), The Analytical Hebrew & Chaldee Lexicon, op. cit., p. 604. 


— 
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he Herald 
{ness &t 
rhe wi 


ai” tation 0 the part of the Hebrew scholars is 
frie at there is no explanation for the name ams 
fact veceived from the Pentateuchal scribes and bi 
io" at jexicographers. 
ul 


obviously due to 
am' which is tra- 
nding as such on 


wevels we may iG 2 Ariba that such a combination “am-+ram’ 

po nati cally plains e. In units case the first syllable “am! is essentially 

po ein meaning and thus it _— not fit as a proper name of a single 

ace no man could be called ‘people’, ‘nation’ or ‘kindred’ unless with 

at “sitiVe addition such as ‘belonging to’ or the preposition ‘of'. This 

ape ¢ syllable would mean 'the one who belongs to ...', or ‘the one of 

wit tc, But Hebrew is not short of funny names and even explanations for 

we A example, the name “ammil', which is explained as ‘Kindred of 
Lee could be better explained as 'God is my Kindred’, 


However, We should ip} in mind that Moses’s father, the first “amram 
pistory, bore this name in Pharaonic Egypt where the Israelite commu- 
“ys heavily targeted by ads of persecution, deportation and genocide. 
vnder such miserable conditions, one could hardly imagine any Israelite 
ing a name like ‘People of Most High’ or ‘Exalted People’, or expect him 
joappeat in public without being insulted or quarreled with. 


itshould also be highlighted that the Children of Israel or the ‘house 
of Jacob’ only came into being as a tribe after, not before, they settled 
in Egypt, benefiting from Joseph's hospitality under the auspices of the 
Egyptian Monarch. With their small number when they entered Egypt 
(about 700 persons [Gen. XLVI: 27]; by the end of their stay in Egypt 
for about 430 years, they allegedly grew into 600.000 [Ex. XII: 37]), 
they could form a distinct community over the course of time, espe- 
cially with the fact that they were always looked upon by the natives as 
unwelcome foreigners. From the very beginning, they lived on a terri- 
tory in North-East Egypt Biblically called ‘Goshen’ [Gen. XLV: 10], in 
isolation from the Egyptians — much like the Red-Indian reservations 
in North America. It was their first ‘ghetto’ in history. Obviously, they 
were distinguished from the natives not only by their monotheistic 


Bees One Vowed fo 
(1) The Analytical Hebrew & Chaldee Lexicon, op. cit., p.: 


LS Ct—<CS~st ” 
| 
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faith which they inherited from Abraham, but also } the 
cial status in post-Hyksos Egypt, where they had to Seek re 
imposed seclusion already implied deeply by their tribal 
inferiority complex from which they could not recover th 
which they used to conceal under paranoid pretences such 
Race, the Children of the Prophets or the Chosen People. 
sen People" creed was born in the Jewish mind only ge 


ir 


] We 
fy e in 
Natuy, Sele, 
e “a 

req: er, ’ i] 
as t Ut 


Such a" Ue 


Mh, 


; vera] ce 0. 
after Moses, and could not be observed in the naming o¢ « tie 
& of amrs,. § 


father of Moses, during the years of their 'bondage' in Pharaon; ™’s the 
when the Israelites could not, even by their own selves, he Rees 
as an ‘Exulted People’. Bht op 


The truth is that such unwarranted explanations given late 


AB dat eles T on 
the Hebrew lexicographers to the combination “am+rim' we, 


d 
by their desire to magnify the name of Moses's father. They dig the : 


Wen 
§ 


© One 
Ned by 


with his mother’s name, Jochebed, which they construed as 'th 
Whom God Glorified’, not 'the One Whose Heart Is Strengthe 
God' according to the Koranic Onomastics. 


Had such lexicographers known about the Koranic Onomastics in regard 
to the similarity between the name of the Virgin Mary's father and that of 
Moses’ father, they would have regretted their hasty onomastic analysis of 
Moses’s father amram’ and realized that they ought to construe it in the 
'‘palam' model from the Hebrew triliteral “MR, which is equivalent in a 
sense to the Arabic triliteral ‘MR. 


HOG 


The use of the Biblical Hebrew triliteral ‘MR in the simple ‘gal! is 
only attested in the present participle form “omér', from which the 
proper name of an Israelite king was named “omri', contracted from 
“omér+ Yehwa’, first into “omriyyahu' and finally into “omriyya’. Thus, 
“omri' is explained by the Hebrew lexicographers to literally mean ‘Ser- 
vant of the Lord’), 


Sa) eed Te a . 
(1) See, under The Analytica ¢ Chaldee Lexicon, op. cit., p. 605. 
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, The 

f haB 

,” jg to Sa that re a Pie Hebrew root means originally to 

his it als0 appears from its use in the ‘hithpael’, i.e. ‘hit'ammér’ 
; m years to have oneself served by someone or to treat as a servant 

On existing in Modern Hebrew). With adding the suffixal augmen- 
ss an t© the root, we should have “amriin’, precisely meaning ‘the 


# ‘ know thet ‘we gue rete ase interchangeable in Hebrew, as in 
pu 4 (Arabic ApEem. ) for Meryan ° Thus, “amram, the father of Mo- 
yer variant of “amran', which means 'the Servant. 


$ 
“ Jatter “amram' (originally unrait) corresponds with the Koranic 
«pmran’ (from the Arabic triliteral ‘MR) in certain common denota- 
ane to serves minister, wait on, look after, tend (particularly a sanc- 
tions i; a place of worship). This sense is demonstrated by the following 
tu anit Verses which reprove the Meccan idolaters who used to vaunt the 


ko ege of undertaking the tending of the Inviolable Sanctuary at Mecca: 


vil 

r ("It is not (rightful) for the polytheists to maintain (Arabic 
transliteration: ‘ya‘murii') God’s Mosges (while they are) 
pearing witness against themselves of disbelief. As for such, 
their works are in vain and in Hellfire they shall abide eter- 
nally. He only shall tend (Arabic transliteration: ‘ya‘muru') 
God’s Sanctuaries who believes in God and the Last Day, 
establishes prayer, pays Zakdh and fears none but God. 
such are likely to be among the rightly guided. Do you con- 
sider the provision of a pilgrim with water (and food) and 
the tending (Arabic transliteration: “emdrat') of the Invio- 
lable Sanctuary as (equal to the worth of) him who believes 
in God and the Last Day and strives in the Cause of God? 
(Nay!) They are not equal in the sight of God. And God does 

not guide the wrongdoers."} 
[Kor. At-Tawbah (Repentance): 17-19] 


Again, the Koran onomastically explains the name “Emran’ synony- 
mously as the ‘One Vowed for Service in the Sanctuary’, in the following 
Koranic Verse already quoted earlier: 


— 
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{"(O Mohammad! Remember) when ‘Emriin’s Wife sai 
Lord! I have vowed to (dedicate to the worship of) Yo my 
(child) which is in my stomach, unconditioned, so, Shag 


from mel Indeed, You are the All-Hearer, the All. Knowerry it 


(Kor. Al ‘Emran (The Household of ‘Emran). is 

This Verse explains the name “Emran' as the one ational 
vowed to the service in the temple, which is cognate with the Heby Aly 
ram’ ie. 'the Servant’. This means that, if she had delivereg 4 ak ‘am. 
she would have named him after his father “Emran', But, having det baby 
a female baby, she chose for her name the nearest feminine ad Vereq 
Mary, (Evangelic 'Mariam' and Koranic Arabic 'Maryam’), jt comets 
ultimately to the Aramaic combination 'Mari+Ama’ (literally Hinged 
of the Lord’, as we will see). aid 

Such a close connection between the two names 'Maryam' an rc 


was another reason for including the latter, although genuinely A 
our discussion. 


Emrin’ 
Tabic, in 


Q4OAGOYO 


. 
f 


Hebrew 'Merym', which is derived from the 


LV. Mary 


(Kor. 'Maryam') 
D& 


qhe evangelic ‘Mariam’, which is the name given in Greek Gospels to the 
_, mother of Jesus Christ, has always been misconstrued by Christian 

asa Graecized form of the Hebrew 'Meryam' (Anglicized 'Miriam’) 
piblical sister of Moses and Aaron. Such construe is quite bad on the 
scholar worthy of the name. 


HEE 


the 
part of any 


In a Pentateuch scene [Num. XII: 1 et seq.] we are told that Miriam 
and Aaron spoke against their brother Moses on account of his marriage 
with an Ethiopian woman, and rebelled against him disputing his claim to 
exclusive Prophethood and Messengership from God. As a quick Divine 
Chastisement, God hit Miriam with leprosy and she became white as snow. 
Besought by Aaron, who asked for forgiveness for Miriam's fault, and for 
his too, Moses cried unto God: Heal her now, O God, I beseech Thee! 
And God replied: If her father had but spit in her face, should she not be 
ashamed seven days? And Miriam had to be shut out from the camp seven 
days until she recovered. 


Such fairy-tale imagined by the scribe to explain the 


to contend with or rebel against, denoting ‘re 


) the Koran 
astic Miracle 1" 
516 © The Onom ‘rebelled’ against her brother M 


o happen for the following reason Seg, i 
8; 


man be found in the desert of 
uld A among i great Biblical py, inayp 
How 6° iriam, whom the scribe recognize, 
together with ‘ areal sense; misjudge Moses's chile th 
in ould they be stirred against Moses g any 

ellent apparently just bese 
5? And, the worst of all, how could they ee 
'‘prophetess begrudge Moses’ undj. ile 
engership? How could God single Min 


for His wrath and spare Aaron? We know from the scribe of th 

Exodus that it was Aaron himself who made the golden calf fo, the 
Israelites in the desert, and that the worshippers of the golden ai 
were condemned to kill themselves, while Aaron, the initiator . 
such ineffable sin, went unpunished. Moreover, the same author of 
the book of Numbers tells us that for a similar disputation by Korg 
f his fellowmen, God literally extermi 


and some 250 persons 0 
Moses’ challengers together with some other 14.700 Israelites 9, 


account of the mutiny. 
2) Moses’ sister, Hebrew 'Meryam’ wh 
before such incident. Hence, Miriam’s fictitious mutiny 
the explanation. 


Propheth 


ich means a rebellion, was 59 


named even 
against Moses was unnecessary for 
Granted that such incident serves the purpose of explaining the 
name of ‘Miriam’, what about the name of her accomplice, Aaron? 
Or, granted that Miriam, by virtue of her name of birth 'Meryam, 
meaning rebellion, was naturally endowed with such rebellious 
mood so that she could ‘rebel’ against her own brother, even fora 
petty reason such as his marriage with an Ethiopian woman, how 
could Aaron rebel too? 


3) 


9 i 


S0l iv 
thout exception follow the scribe of the 
ne of ‘Miriam’ (originally Hebrew 
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oh at) asa yerbal noun denoting the action of repellence or the state of 
rn ellent, from the Hebrew triliteral MRY which means to contend 


ye rebel against. 


jdonot have the slightest intention to challenge such Hebrew scholars’ 

stics in respect of the Hebrew name 'Meryam', meaning rebellion, 

ono ych as (1) it conforms to the Hebrew grammar in correctly deriving 

in from the triliteral MRY, and (II) as long as it is restricted to the 

wwe sat Moses’ sister, without extending to the explanation of the name of 
mo mother, the Virgin Mary. 


this particular respect, we should always remember that such name 
am’, bears, as rightly construed, a pejorative meaning which no 


meryam 


tian oF Muslim could accept for the Lady par excellence whom God 
calls in the Koran: 
("0 Maryam (Mary)! Verily, God has chosen you, purified 
you (from polytheism and disbelief), and chosen you above 
the women of the ‘Alamin (mankind and jinn).”} 
[Kor. Al ‘Emran (The Household of Emran): 42] 


It should also be noted that, in our discussion of Virgin Mary’s name, 
we do not approve any binding authority concerning its orthography 
other than the four Greek Gospels; Matthew’s, Mark’, Luke’s and John’s. 
These four Evangelists are the earliest biographers of Jesus Christ, whose 
testimony is by no means challengeable by any adherent to Christianity. 
They are the first authentic narrators of Christianity as received, among 
whom some, especially Matthew, must have heard Mary’s name uttered 
by her close relatives if not from Jesus himself. In writing their respec 
Gospels, these four Evangelists were guided by the Holy Ghost am d 
they were incapable of error as taught by the Church. 


/ 
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Paying noattention to possible Greek inflectional endings, suc}, as! 
the spelling of Mary's name in the four Greek Gospels largely hesitate, and Sy 
(1) ‘Maria’, to be pronounced ‘Maria’, whence the English ‘Ma i, 
‘Mariam’, to be pronounced ‘Maryam’, whence the unwarranted i dentig d (th 
of the Evangelic name ‘Mariam’ with the Hebrew name 'Meryim “tion 

How could the four Evangelists, particularly Matthew, 
undisputedly a Hebrew person, miswrite ‘Maria’ or 'Mariam' for the i ig 
'Meryam'? How could they, while writing separately and at differen, ‘ Tey 
be so unanimous on such misspelling? Could they not write Meus 
'Meriam' instead of Maria’ and ‘Mariam’? Or, was there, on Account a ‘ 
Greek phonology, any need for them to substitute "Mar-' for ‘Mer.’ , i 
letters in the Hebrew ‘Meryam'’? This means nothing of course, b 
Greek language does not lack such ‘mer-'; there is in particular the 
'meria’, which means ‘place’ or ‘side’. 

The truth is that the four Evangelists wrote ‘Maria’ and ‘Marian: 
purpose, for the one good reason that they used to hear Marys name Z 
uttered. 

Now, why did Mary’s folk, including her son Jesus Christ, utter ‘Mari,’ " 
‘Mariam’ for the original 'Meryam' if, as alleged, Jesus's mother and Moses, 
sister were homonymous? 


cay 
Gree, 


Only one reason could warrant such utterance which is glaringly 
different from the Hebrew ‘Meryam': Mary’s name and Miriam's are not 
the same name; each has its own etymology and denotation. 


In this regard, it is curious enough to note that the Hebrew translations 
of the original Greek Gospels which are unable to recognize any Hebrew 
meaningful original form in the Evangelic Maria’ and ‘Mariam’, which are 
only guessingly wrote 'Meryém' by the Evangelic orthography ‘Maria’ and 
‘Mariam’ different from their conjectured 'Meryam' in sound and script, as 
they already did in respect of the Evangelic 'Geenna’ and ‘Toannes' which 
they wrote respectively in Hebrew script 'Gé-Hinnom’ and Yohanan’. 

This is a sufficient proof that the Evangelic ‘Maria’ and ‘Mariam’ cannot 
be construed in terms of Biblical Hebrew as received. I mean, both ‘Maria 
and ‘Mariam’ are not intelligible original Hebrew words. 
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fi yl: deed! Evangelic Maria’ and ‘Mariam’, Virgin Mary's nan 10 
yo nok Gospels, are i ee ew words; rather, they are coined from 
va ic dialect predominant in whole Palestine since the third century 


| ast. 

| v6 ale now Virgin Mary was born in the late first century B.C. in North 
psW precisely ina small town in Galilee named Nazareth. Except in 
pues lectures from the nite Book in sanctuaries, Galileans, like most 
pve ans of this epoch, widely spoke the Aramaic, or rather a Hebrew 
pest sich was heavily Aramaicized. The original Greek Gospels do not 
Jes of such strong Aramaic influence, such as those Aramaic 
ick tributed to Jesus: "Talita qumi’ [Mark.V: 41], which literary mean 
wo rttle girl’, and such as persistent ‘Abba’ in Jesus’s speech in reference 
a we which was mistranslated all through into the Greek ‘pater’, 
{0 Bie English ‘father’ as conserved in Mark: ‘Abbi o pater’ [Mark. XIV: 
wh etc. Under such circumstances, as we have already seen in respect 
36) name John’, Virgin Mary’s name, ‘Maria’ or ‘Mariam’, which is not 
os ‘ple under such Evangelic form in terms of Biblical Hebrew, should 

>  ensly be sought within the Aramaic. 


This is to say that, being a pure Israelite belonging to the tribe of Levi, 
traditional inheritors of Aaron's priesthood, and prenatally vowed by her 
mother to serve in the sanctuary“, Virgin Mary could have borne a genuine 
Hebrew name. But since the hypothesized Hebrew 'Meryam' appears 
impossible to be reconciled with the Evangelic ‘Maria’ and ‘Mariam’, which 
are both irreducible under such Evangelic form into any Hebrew speech, 
then her original name, which is transliterated "Maria' and ‘Mariam’ in all 
original Greek Gospels, should, under such Aramaic predominance, have 
been one of the following: 


(1) An original Aramaic name which is common among Aramaeans 
before Virgin Mary, which particularly is not the case. 


(2) Anew Aramaic name especially coined by her mother for the occasion. 


~~. = Te 

(1) figurative ‘sister of Aaron! occurring on her be 
_ admonishing her when she came unto 
-_fatherless babe, as stated earlier. 
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It is precisely this second alternative, which is the only 
possible, that we now proceed to demonstrate. ‘a "Main, 


Both Evangelic forms, 'Maria' and 'Mariam’, are interchange 
all four Greek Gospels in respect of Jesus’s mother, The for ee Used 
forms, i.e. ‘Maria’, which is pronounced ‘Maria’, is simply g Of the tpg 
from the latter, ie. 'Mariam', which is pronounced ‘Maryam’ tht teetig, 
name of Virgin Mary as transliterated by the four Evange list e ing 


occurs in the Glorious Koran. aS it 
Some lexicographers” had indeed insinuated that sak 
'Maryam' could be the Aramaic pronunciation of the old Hebrew ™, "amaic 
which the Aramaeophones of Palestine had to modify into 'Mq ty. "yam! 
to suit their own Aramaicizing phonology. Am’ so ag 


This is quite bad because the model 'mef 4l', which conforms jn 
to the Hebrew 'Meryam'’, is by no means exotic to the Aramaic ear, cn 
it is too common, since it is the paradigmatic model for the in aia. er, 
'gal' of regular verbs in the Aramaic, which categorically excludes the oe 
for any modification in the Hebrew 'Meryam' to suit Aramaic Phonolog’ 


Again, the insinuation which states that the 'Aramaicized' form ‘Mary 
is identical in Aramaic terms with the Hebrew 'Meryam' in ET ee 
denotation, i.e. contention, rebellion, etc. is even worse for the following 
reasons: : 

1) In terms of Biblical Hebrew, Hebrew ‘Meryam' itself ig nowhere 
attested as a meaningful verbal noun from the triliteral MRY, meaning 
to contend with, rebel against. The verbal noun in use from Such root 
in Biblical Hebrew is ‘meri’ or 'meraya' and not 'Meryam' which is 
used only as a proper name, as if it is especially coined, or rather 
affectedly explained, to designate Moses's sister who ‘contended’ with 
her brother in the desert. We have even no solid proof of the 'true 
Hebrewity’ of such 'Meryam' which is used only as a proper name in 
Biblical Hebrew. First coined in Egypt to designate Moses's sister, it 
might have been taken from the Old Egyptian MRY, which means 


(1) See, under 'Mary’, Webster's New World Dictionary, op. cit., P. 831. 
(2) Ibid., loc. cit. 
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t 
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wit f 1 
wi pie” ne sense of ‘the beloved-one’, exactly like Moses's name 


(3) in ; 
O 0 al 1, built from the Old Egyptian MSY, 


1 accommodate Biblical Hebrew scholars, whom we have no 

yet i to challenge, we concede with them that'Meryam' is a genuine 
y itor name from the Hebrew triliteral MRY, with ‘am’ appended to 

+ instead of ‘an’ as usual in Hebrew, where such ‘Meryan’, for 
the th Mery would have been substituted, means ‘rebellion. 


go, the substitution of the augmentative ‘am’ for original ‘an, 

‘ch is possible in Hebrew, does not occur in the Aramaic. Hence, 

whic alic ‘Maryam’ cannot be an Aramaic form of 'Meryam’, which 
all denotes ‘rebellion’ in the Aramaic. 


ted that the root MRY is common to both Hebrew and Aramaic 
ia ga hebraism derived from the original Aramaic MRA, then 
a normal paradigmatic Aramaic verbal noun therefrom would be 
OF ate ‘memreya or ‘memra’, but never 'Maryam’ as written in the 
Gre ek Gospels. 
all events, nothing in the Aramaic language warrants modifying the 
ier in the Biblical 'Meryam, into the initial 'Mar- in the Evangelic 
igitie 
arya . 
fact, there is nO one single root in the Aramaic language from which 
a yangelic ‘Maryam’ is correctly derived in isolation, i.e. uninfluenced 
the er 
by Bib’ ical 'Meryam - 
Equally, nothing warrants the Christian Hebrew scholars’ insistence 
on their hasty hypothesis that the Evangelic ‘Maryam’, which is deemed 
Aramaic, is necessarily uni-radical word. 


~ 


4 


Thetruth is that the Evangelic'Maryam' spells a duo-radical combination 
constructed from the Aramaic 'mari’, meaning the Lord, and Aramaic'ama’, 
meaning handmaid. Hence, it means ‘handmaid of the Lord’. 


! Had indeed such Christian Hebrew scholars dwelt enough on Luke's 
words spoken by Virgin Mary expressing her total resignation to the will of 


(1) See modernly coined Hebrew 'maryan’, rebel, etc. 


| 
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God that she would, without a man, carry a baby in her wom 
have inevitably understood the very meaning of the Evangelic 
construed by Virgin Mary herself: 


{"And Mary said, behold Iam the handmaid of the Loy, ds let ity 
to me according to your word."} Diteng “ 


Actually, I did understand such meaning profiting fror, the 
Koran’s miraculous Onomastics in respect of the name '\y,,., lotion, 
identical to Mary’s own explanation: 'Handmaid of the Lord’, a, hig 
her own words quoted above from Luke's Gospel. din 


GEE 


By contrast with Luke the Evangelist who, unlike his Other 
Evangelists, kept total silence about Mary’s parents, birth and fe 
before the miraculous conception, which represent the starting Point i 
Evangelic biography of Jesus and the subject-matter of the Greek 
the Magnificent Koran begins Jesus's story with an illustrious reference , 
the House of ‘emran, the maternal grandfather of Jesus, in a Koranic i to 
precisely named 'Al-‘ermian’ (i.e. the Household of ‘emran), introducing 
narrative with such exalting statement: 


{"God chose Adam, Niih (Noah), the family of Ibrithim 
(Abraham) and the family of Tmriin above the Alamin (manking 
and jinn)®."} (Kor. Al ‘Emran (The Household of ‘Emran): 33] 


’ they 
‘Ma “Oulg 
"Yam & 


> Whi c 
OUche 


three , 
ligions j 


Gos | 


By virtue of his name, the servant proper, i.e. the servant of God or 
God's Sanctuary, ‘emran and his wife Anne, who were not named for the 
reasons stated earlier, were virtuous and deeply religious persons, Most 
evidently, ‘emran died when their daughter Mary was still in the womb of 
her mother, who prenatally vowed her to sanctuary-service, in memory 
of her father, the servant proper. Mary (Maryam) was put under the care 


(1) That is, mankind within each one’s Prophetic cycle. Moses and Aaron, who are the 
descendants of first ‘emran, ie. Biblical “amram', are implied in the reference to 
Abraham, while the reference to ‘emran’s family mentioned here is aimed at the last 
‘emran, who is the grandfather of Jesus, introducing the latter’s miraculous birth from 
Virgin Mary. 


i 
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| rt qe ret 2° chariah, the husband of her maternal aunt, Elizabeth, 
oh prop” Grown up among such Noble company, the Handmaid of 
pot most of her time in the sanctuary, praying and serving. She 


‘ously served with food and drink from the Lord: 
c 


rc time Zakariyya (Zachariya) entered Al-Mihrab 
ca 0B it) h 

ft sanctuary) to (visit) her, he found her supplied with 

(the ance. He said, ‘O Maryam (Mary)! From where have 
pthis?” She said, “This is from God? Verily, God provides 


venarice to whom He wills, without limit."} 


you 
sus [Kor. Al ‘Emran (‘The Household of ‘Emran): 37] 
upon, Zachariah was encouraged to seek himself favor from the 
qnere 

ighty ° 

nat that time Zakariyya (Zachariya) invoked his Lord, 

{ ng, Omy Lord! Grant me from You, a good offspring. You 
a indeed the All-Hearer of invocation’.”} 
a 


(Kor. Al ‘Emran (The Household of ‘Emran): 38] 


this prayer was favourably answered, in the person of John the Baptist, 
was miraculously born from the decrepit Zachariah and the old 
4 n Elizabeth. Thus, the Koran carefully depicts the saintly traits of 
Mary's character, the one whom God has chosen, made pure and preferred 
above all women of mankind and Jinn [cf. Kor. Al ‘Emran (The Household 
of Emran): 42], as worthy of being chosen from among all women to bear 
the miraculous fatherless child, Jesus Christ, whom God held in honor 
both in this world as well as in the Hereafter: 


| {"(Remember) when the angels said, ‘O Maryam (Mary)! 
Verily, God gives you the glad tidings of a Word ["Be!", and he 
was! i.e. ‘lesa (Jesus) the son of Maryam (Mary)] from Him, 
his name will be the Messiah ‘Tesd (Jesus), the son of Maryam 
(Mary), held in honor in this world and in the Hereafter, and 
will be one of those who are near to God. He will speak to the 
people in the cradle and in manhood, and he will be one of the 
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righteous.”) {Kor Al ‘Emriin (The Household of ‘Emriin), 45 
TIA) (1 
As stated earlier, Mary’s mother wished during her pre ‘i 


delivered of a male infant whom she would name “emran', ¢ 

proper, after his late father to succeed him in sanctuary sevice 8 Van, 
prayed unto God: My Lord! I vowed unto Thee that which jg in the 
unconditioned, But, to her disappointment, she was delivereg aa belly 
(Mary). Fearing that her prenatal vow of consecrating her offsprs 
male-servant of God in the sanctuary could not hold good with ry as g 
baby, she exclaimed: My Lord! I am delivered but of a female! As “Male 
had said in her Aramaic dialect: Mari, Ama!, which literally means ie 
A female-servant!, and so she named her babe: ‘Mari-Ama’, Which Ord! 
later contracted into 'Mari-Am’, i.e. Maryam’, ie. 'Lord’s Han dua 
‘handmaid of the Lord, > OF 


Mary’s name is also onomastically explained in the Koran wi 
many Verses, among which is the following: 


Bane 


thin 8 


{"O Maryam (Mary)! Submit yourself with obedience to your 
Lord (God, by worshipping none but Him Alone) and prostrate 
yourself, and bow down along with Ar-Raki'in (those who bow 
down etc.)’."} [Kor. Al ‘Emran (The Household of ‘Emrin); 43] 


O Ama(t)-Mari, Mari-Amé, or rather Maryam, handmaid of the Lord 
the self-submitting proper! i 


Blessed be thou in Heaven among Prophets, Saints and Martyrs, and 
glorified be Thou, the Speaker in the Koran, the Almighty and the al). 
Knowing! 

QYOQYOAJO 


(1) This overwhelming miracle of Jesus speaking in his cradle to absolve his mother from 
the calumnious charge of adultery when she came to her folk bearing her miraculous 
child, was indeed Jesus's first miracle. Yet, it is unfortunately unspoken of in Greek 
Gospels. 

(2) According to Semitic grammar, the object in such genitival construction, ‘the Lord; 
should come second, i.e. ‘Ama(t)-Mari’, not 'Mari-Ama', but strictly speaking of the 
Supreme Being, the name of the Lord had to be uttered first. 


Moc. eit 


LVI. Jesus 
(Kor. * ‘[sa’) 


DBP 


inst thesis and antithesis represented in the real Prophet Jesus son 

and the Nicene deified Jesus son of God, the Muslim conception 

a dignifies the former than the latter of the post-Nicene Christian 
of Jes 


indeed, those earlier bishops of Christianity were all non-Israelite by 
sood and culture. Thus, they were intruders on true monotheism who 
tered religion by way of philosophy, such as Neoplatonic Athanasius, 
i" atriarch of Alexandria (328-373 A.D.) and minority-leader in Nicene 
ae (325 A.D.) who managed by fraud to establish the grossest 
blasphemy in the history of the true faith and did a harm beyond repair to 
the genuine Christian religion preached by Jesus Christ. 


Contrary to Moses’s first commandment: "Sema Yesraél! Yehwa Elohénu 
Yehwa Ehad.", literally meaning, "Hear O Israel! Our Lord God is One God." 
(Deut. VI: 4], which was explicitly confirmed by Jesus in answering the 
questioning scribe who then commented: "You are right, Teacher; you have 
truly said that He is One, and there is no other but He", the comment on 
which the true believing scribe received Jesus's benediction: "You are not 
far from the kingdom of God." [cf. Mark. XII: 28-34], the Nicene Council, 
which was sanctioned by the pagan Byzantine emperor, Constantine I, who 
proclaimed the Prophet Jesus as the unique son of God and the uncreated 


ee | eee 


- (1)'And after that no one dared to ask him (Jesus) any question’, commented Mark, ibid. 


(1204 ODE en 
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being of the same Divine Nature as the ‘father’. Hence, he considey 
eside God who is entitled to equal worship with the pis Jesu, 
whelming majority headeq ae Gog 


(250-336 A.D. 

d by God, I 

and who, by fraud and force, were dest 
Ut 


rst Nicene Council (325 A.D.) lest their declaration of fy 
the adoption of the Athanasian Creed, they had since ie 
er the dreadful impact of the imperia} en 

SWord 


ution und 
disappeared from history dying away accursed wig 
With 


rted by the publi 


catastrophic to 
suffer official persec 
Few decades later, they 
their monotheistic ‘heresy - 
A ruinous turning, indeed, in Jesus's monotheistic religion 
ff Christian allegations ie a 


sarcastic retort to later self-consolin: 
the remarkably rapid spread of the last Divine Message, Islam, the fr 
j st 


institutor of the principle of religious freedom in history, to the effic 

the unrelenting Muslim sword. acy of 

Such lamentable turning in Christianity as enshrined in the Nj 
oduced, and then generally ee, 


Creed, which was officially intr 
certain state-supported heads of church only three centuries after Jesus. 
could not at all take place, however, without the following: ' 


ascension, 
ntial facts concerning the person of Jesus 
’ 


1) Distorting certain esse 
namely: 

(a) His miraculously fatherless birth from Virgin Mary. 

(b) His astonishing miracle-playing endowment. 


(c) His inexplainable recovery from physical death on the cross 


1 us 


discussio oH wish draw our special attention inasmuch as their 
i ons of the Nicene Creed theology 


stics in respect of the name 


ents in four 


. » 
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é witness & the 

¢ om (a) (d) under '1)' mentioned above fall obviously within 
miracles. Although being similar, or rather pseudo-similar, 

we ag, the same bewildering effect on the audience, miracles and 
distinctly different in nature and authorship. In the religious 

oe . miracle, be it great or small, is exclusively a superphysical act of 


of 
ihe oa ycil 
io Pr eaft are 


ene lee ging the laws of science. Miracles are performed through the 
Go ch fone oF more of God's Angels, either to certify the Prophethood 
ge fis prophets, or to introduce Himself as the Absolute Sovereign 
of any ° verse and the Sole Worthy of true worship. Logically, scientific 
of the basing the universe are absolutely unchallengeable from within, 
i er from without, i.e. they are not controlled by those for whom 

jaws are made, but only by the Legislator Who acted such laws and, 
soch uently, He is the Sole Capable of modifying their course at any given 
a. to suit His own purposes. By contrast, any instance of magic, sorcery 
Pe sasccat even when physically ascertained, is ultimately explainable 
a oe of scientific laws, since it can be produced within the limits of 
a ‘humanly possible’ factors which admit of scientific explorations. The 
guthor of such instance, i.e. the magician, sorcerer, warlock or wizard, is 
always 4 visible human being, known by name and parents and reputed for 
his magical powers. Yet, he can always be challenged by any abler person 


capable of exorcizing his magic. 


a" 
put rath 


Thus, the borderline between miracles and magic is the following: A 
miracle is a superphysical act which is exclusively attributed to God, and 
isabsolutely unchallengeable. Magic is an act hat can be performed within 
established laws by a certain human person who possesses magical powers 
and never exceeds the realm of the ‘scientifically possible’ by means under 
his control. Additionally, such magician can always be challenged by any 
person who is possibly abler in such domain. 


As a direct consequence, we 


1) 'Admiring' God as the 
being huge, is totally abs 
Powerful. Nothing isi 
Angel Gabriel in retort t 
fatherless conception of 
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2) 


3) 


{"Por with God nothing will be impossible."} 


[Litke, 
In fact, a Divine Miracle is simply a Divine Reminder 4 ‘3p 
9 


Taking any miracle, be it great or small in the sense q “king 
credit of any Prophet, being Jesus or not, is not only nete to 
since the Author of such miracle is ultimately the yg NON “4 
but it is also a degradation of the Prophet, who wae ime 
considered a magician, wizard or sorcerer, who js Reet dbhey 
his folk, but not a dignified Messenger of God who ray denig dt, 
Such accusation of sorcery was often used by all disbelieve, 

their respective Prophet, unsparing Jesus who useq to ‘a ng 
such words: Ort with 
{"I can do nothing on my own authority. "} ohn v3 
Miracles he ‘worked’ not, but ‘invoked’ from the Lord, 
in respect of his most impressive recorded miracle re 


raising Lazarus from the dead: 


as wri ‘ 
Presenteg ; 
ted in 


{"And Jesus lifted up his eyes and said: Father, I thank Thee that 
Thou hast heard me: I knew that Thou hearest me always, but | 
have said this on account of the people standing by, that they may 
believe that Thou didst send me."} [John. XI: 41-49) 


Performing miracles is not a special prerogative of one Prophet 
Every Prophet has indeed to certify his Prophethood through, . 
least, one miracle of God to prove by Whom he is sent, Multiplying 
or overdosing miracles in favor of any Prophet is not in itself a sign 
of a special honor to his credit, rather; it is an indication of morbid 
obstinacy on the part of his people obstructing his mission. Such was 
the case with Moses, first in Egypt before Pharaoh and then with his 
own folk in the desert. 


HOG 


Except for the first miracle related to Jesus’s story as recorded in the 
Gospels and confirmed in the Koran (i.e. his mother’s fatherless conception 


‘Abba’, the Lord, mistranslated into Greek ‘pater’, English ‘father’, which is 


i 2 


witness & the Herald Jesus 3 §29 
, The 


Vig ugh @ breath by the Angel Gabriel into Virgin mary)’, all 
nim “ cles recorded in the Gospels to the credit of Jesus have had 
athe relents or even greater, with his predecessors as recorded in the 
ine me That is; turning water into wine [John. II: 6 et seq,] is nothing 
sh with Moses’ turning the water of the river Nile into blood (Ex. 

0 peeding about five-thousand men with five loaves of bread and 
; 20} (Mark. VIE 41-44] is absolutely nothing greater than feeding with 
wo oe d quails some six-hundred-thousand Israelites day in day out all 
ph ears in the desert [Ex. XVI: 4 et seq,]. Bringing life back to the 
4lone fo jittle gitl [Mark. V: 39-43] is just similar to Elisha raising from 
geeninb, the child of the Shunammite woman [II Kings. IV: 32 et seq.]. 
the 4°8 uss live ascension into Heaven as recorded in all four Gospels and 
Byer iba in the Koran, recalls Elijah’s ascension in the chariot of fire into 
confit (11 Kings. II: 11-12], but no Israelite dared to deify Moses, Elijah 
ors or even to raise any Prophet above his normal human status, 
of — Ai e true monotheists worshipped the Real Author of the miracle 
a i its object or visible player. In other words, they worshipped God 


pimself, not His Prophet who perform the miracle. 


No stronget proof of imposture on the part of a claiming Prophet than 
roclaiming, or even insinuating, that he himself is his own self-sender, 
God or God incarnated. This is not only preposterous, but it is also an 
outright theft, a high-treason deserving capital punishment, and above 
allan announcement destroying one’s own claim to Messengership from 
God. No god, Angel or devil could reveal against his own self or entrust his 
own traitor with any message. Had Jesus, God forbid, so did, which is not 
recorded anywhere in the Gospels, then he would have been deservedly 
stoned or crucified on the spot. It is true that there are many pretenders to 
Godhood in the history of religions, but all of them have been proved to be 
either insane or suicidal adventurers. 


(1) A supreme miraculous demonstration, indeed, to the honor of Mary herself, but it is 
__unattributable to the Prophet Jesus, who was evidently not yet brought into being. 
(2) The teason behind Jesus's recorded crucifixion was not his impossible claim to 
Godhood or divine sonship, but his unceasing att: cks on the established priesthood 
Which allied with the established authority wh 
stirring the people against the Roman ocet 


ushed priesthoo 


<< ss LULULUL— 
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Another aspect of a miracle proper is to be worked in publi 

a witnessing audience whom such miracle is worked to shee befor 
overwhelm. In this particular context, neither Jesus's fatherlegg fie ang 
Virgin Mary as narrated by Luke, nor Jesus's rise from the dead tite fron 
day of his burial crucified as recorded in the four Gospels, was he thing 
sense proper. Tacle in 

Gabriel’s miraculous breathing in Virgin Mary starting self-fertifi,. 

in the chosen ovule, took place in intimate privacy unattendeg ation 
human beyond herself. When symptoms of pregnancy began to be 
she was looked down upon as expected in respect of a virgin reputed t, 
her chastity. Even Joseph, her fiancé, could think ill of her ang on for 
her, except for a dream he had in which Angel Gabriel discloseg rs 2 
the secret of Mary's miraculous conception. Even in the Koran where er 
is no reference to such fiancé, Mary had to seclude herself afar bon = 
people during her conception of Jesus: er 


{"So she conceived him, and she withdrew with him to a far 
place”} [Kor. Maryam (Mary): 22] 


Similar reference is found in ‘Luke’, where we are told that Mary Sought 
refuge for sometime with her aunt, Elizabeth, who was then pregnant with 
John by a similar miracle of God, and thus ready to believe Mary’ story 
{Luke. I; 39-56]. From the day she delivered Jesus until the day he began his 
mission thirty years later, we are told that Joseph, who was then the husband 
of Mary and the adoptive father of Jesus, was himself held to be Jesus’ ‘real 
father (Luke. III: 23]. In fact, earlier churches did not dwell much on Marys 
virgin conception of Jesus and did not consider it essential in the Christian 
declaration of faith. Queer enough, we find no word by Jesus in the four 
adopted Gospels in reference to his mother’s miraculous conception of him 
and, even queerer, there is no Evangelic mention of any word by Jesuss 
enemies, let alone hostile sanctimonious Jewish clergy, calumniating him 
on account of his mother as having sinned with her ‘fiancé’. How could such 


eViden 


almily closed their eyes thereupon? We receive the 
nowhere else. Mary's virgin conception of Jesus 
Ik, rathe: . it was the normal result 


2 
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»” ce fornication. When she delivered her baby, she came unto 
pol ing him in his swaddling clothes. As if they thought that she 
otk peat them, they said; 
yee 
dh pe brought him (the baby) to her people, carrying him. 
ques Indeed you h 
{ said, ‘0 Mary! Indeed you have brought a thing Fariyya 
nee eard mighty thing). O sister of Hiriin (Aaron)! Your 
(an yas not a man who used to commit adultery, nor your 
ihe was an unchaste woman’."} (Kor. Maryam (Mary): 27-28] 
fn 


on, the future Prophet Jesus worked his absolutely first miracle 
sper mother: He spoke up in his swaddling clothes vehemently 
sie paging aie 
mie (Jesus) said, ‘Verily! I am a slave of God, He has given 
{ _ the scripture and made me a Prophet. And He has made 
we plessed wheresoever I be, and has enjoined on me salat 
ae yet) and Zakat, as long as I live. And dutiful to my mother, 
made me not arrogant, unblest. And Salim (peace) be 
n me the day I was born, and the day I die, and the day I 
shall be raised alive!”} [Kor. Maryam (Mary): 30-33] 
.sisthemiracle proper! Jesus's speechin hisswaddling clothes! Through 
nich God challenged in public those among Mary’s folk who contested 
@ absolute chastity or doubted her miraculous fatherless conception of 
jst This unchallengeable miracle worked in public was indeed the only 
confirmation of the former one worked in total privacy between 
the Archangel, which fully explains calumniators’ total silence, 
atleast for the time being. Such great miracle of Jesus to the honor of his 
mother unfortunately remained unspoken of by the four Evangelists, even 
by him who had ‘investigated closely everything from the beginning’. The 
above mentioned Koranic Verses are the only proof of the greatest miracle 
related to Jesus, ie. his miraculous fatherless birth from Virgin Mary. 
Curious enough, such hugely miraculous fatherlessness apparently did not 
appeal to Athanasius and his followers who, in Nicene council (325 A.D.), 


(1) As stated earlier, ‘sister of Aaron’ was a direct most erudite reference to Mary's service 
in the sanctuary. 
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declared Jesus as the ‘son of his own Father’, that is, the ‘son of 
th 
1140 “Lory: 


According to the four Gospels, but against the Glorious kK 
was condemned to die on the cross, and so he did. After be; Tan, Jes, 
Jesus, we are told, rose from the dead in the third day afte, ha 
two nights -but only ONE SINGLE day- real dead in his Greve fe SDen, 
Priday evening and leaving his grave in the dawn of Sunday), Tied 


The miracle in such Evangelic account was not, of course 
effective death on the cross, since all humans without exception me sug, 
crucifiable, but rather his rise from the dead in the third day of h d 
real dead in his grave. 


Leaving aside, for a little moment, the Koranic categoric denial of 
whole story, we should note that such ‘resurrection’ which is helq in Nic the 
Creed to be the greatest of Jesus's miracles and the one by itseif ening 
him to Godhood or Divine sonship, could not, granted that it had tak 
place in real terms, be considered any ‘miracle’ at all because: oc 


€q 
. y 
Ig bur; al 


(1) It is unattributable to Jesus himself who evidently ceased ‘being alive 
(- 

the very moment he yielded up his spirit on the cross as told b 
Matthew [Matt. XXVII: 50]. if 


(2) It was done in total secrecy inside a closed up grave, thus; it is 
unwitnessed by any human beyond the 'resurrected' person. 


(3) It is far less great than Lazarus’ whom Jesus raised from the dead 
before a crowded audience after having spent a longer period -four 
days- dead and buried [John. XI: 39]. 


Hence, such rise from the dead in respect of Jesus who himself had 
brought back Lazarus and many others to life, ought not to have frightened 
or at least surprised those of his followers who saw him perfectly alive 
after having seen him deadly crucified and buried, as recorded by all 
four Evangelists, not to mention the openly doubtful attitude of his own 
discivle Thomas.wh 0, at hearing the n ews, could not easily believe it and 


L, LOTT) 


p 
— Views i 
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om ee in his hands the print of the nails, and place my 
Jess I ‘ ; i b | " 
é un in his side, I will not believe.") Pirlo 
ti 


fi ‘real death’, at least in the sense of all believers in God and Last 

‘ek occurs the moment when a human soul quits its earthly 

neh ve initiating therein an irreversible process of total decay. A soul 
yaaa m its earthly body is believed to continue a life of its own 
rat of Judgment when it shall be ordered to reenter its old bodily 
# the edt behind, and then such body is wholly recreated and even 
Me jr one for the purpose. However, such reincarnation’ is only possible 
és of Resurrection. It has never happened before that a soul could 
ate its dead body, ee because such body does no more exist in 
ye. state: This is evident in cases of extremely violent death, such as 
; ple ion’, where no soul could inhabit any more a headless body or a 
gece? ii. but it is equally evident for any physician inspecting a dead 
tk ¥ hours after real death, or for any curious person or tomb-thief 
pod Sais coffin very few days after burial. 'Real death’ for believers is 
P ourney of no return: For the person concerned, this world ends 


ewey own individual death. 


eh one 
with 0 ?, 
itfollows: for true believers, that mortals die only once, to be resurrected 


aly once, but strictly speaking on the Last Day, never before. 
0 


How, then, coulda true believer conceive of such instances, duly certified 
., poth the Old and New Testaments, and in the Koran, of humans who 
are miraculously raised from the dead to suffer their ‘real death’ again? 
Above all, did not Lazarus himself, whom Jesus miraculously raised from 
the dead, ‘suffered’ his real death sometime afterwards? 


The answer is found in Jesus’s own speech prior to working the 'reviving’ 
miracle, in reference to those whom he intended to ‘raise’: 


{"Why do you make a tumult and weep? The child is not dead 
but sleeping. "} [Mark. V: 39] 


_ Also in his speech: 


s {"Our friend Lazarus has fallen asleep, but I go to awake him out 
of sleep."} [John. XI: 11] 


“(a a 
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Cases of deathlike dormancy, it is true, are not lacking in th 
medicine. Some of such cases last for weeks. Up to the Pecan, his Oty 
causes behind such queer phenomenon are not yet eterens Omen, 
scientific basis; but, the most important, is that our oder on ; 
developed medical science is completely unable to interyeng Ri , 
‘revive’ the deadlike patient. Yet, this is the miracle of the revivin rier to 
Atall events, the borderline between 'real death’ and ‘seeming Sah et. 
in the latter, the decay process, beginning by the stiffening of a, 'S that 
‘rigor mortis’, is never initiated at any given moment of such dea Scles or 
which is sufficient proof that the ‘soul’ did not ‘quit' the body. Bu 
medicine was not so developed as to distinguish such decisive 
before committing the ‘body’ to the grave. 


This is to say that in cases of 'real death’ which mortals suffer only o 
the person concerned is no more revivable even by any miracle, Thisg 
because God, the Ultimate Author of all miracles, the Lord of life a Pia 
and the Omnipotent, would come up short thereto, but simply be mate 
has decided that we mortals should die only once in this world, ang ae 
be resurrected only once on the Last Day and never before. In this name 
God, Glory be to Him, says: 


{“Everyone shall taste death..."} 
[Kor. Al ‘Emran (The Household of ‘Emran): 185] 


t anc} ent 
SYMptom, 


Also, He, Exalted be He, says in respect of the righteous in the 


Hereafter: 
{“They will never taste death therein except the first death (of 
this world)...”} [Kor. The Smoke (Ad-Dokin): 56] 
Moreover, He, the Most Great, says, quoting disbelievers denying the 
Last Judgment: 
{"There is nothing but our first death, and we shall not be 
resurrected”} [Kor. The Smoke (Ad-Dokan): 56] 


Being among God’s Great Prophets, however being mortal among 
mortals as we shall demonstrate, Evangelic Jesus could not have died on 
the cross a ‘real death’ to ascend a few days later into Heaven with body 
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could not either have experienced ‘seeming death’, since 
: Jaringly 4 ‘violent death’, to revive himself from it in two 


oe 
é oil 
y ion) rune e day as recorded, let alone the fact that a dead man or 
“oo, sf ikely dormant specs is in no position to perform any such 
"s ‘ Fass own no-more-existent self. 
i 
gery 


gis ae’ ot course, to argue that it was done from without, i.e. by 


, te through God’s Command. This completely denies Jesus's 
a 


oil ood, which was unworkable during the two nights and one 
NO od. 


eri me deat revival from death on the cross in two nights and one day 
guch jed 2s the final work of Jesus ending his Prophethood on earth, 

or { happened indeed. The last miracle proper related to Jesus was 
i nt Divine Intervention delivering ‘the one-by-God-delivered’ 
¢ Riweit name) from the lethal scheme of his enemies the moment 
(6 to lay hands on him, and then lifting him up with body and soul 


Heaven aS stated by the Koran. 
‘0 


contrary to such dignifying Koranic image of Jesus’s end, the Nicene 
cil conspirers preferred a degrading image of a 'god' who was arrested, 
oo whipped and dragged from the neck unto his ‘death’ on the cross. 
tri 


put for doing so, they had to make use of the gross mistranslations and 
Jooseness of style of their own Evangels, originally written in Greek, as we 
soon shall see, first to justify designating Jesus as the uncreated son of God, 
and then to solve the antilogies arising therefrom. 


From that time and up to the present day, post-Nicene Christianity 
had to embark upon the vicious circle of unending false arguments and 
counterarguments. 


SRG 


There is no doubt that the grossest and most evident Evangelic error 
of translation is mistranslating the Jesus-uttered Aramaic ‘Abba’ (Hebrew 
Ya-Ab') into the Greek ‘Pater’ which literary means the English ‘Father’. 
Ths is because such ‘Abbi’ or 'Ha-Ab’, when referring to God, only means 
the Lord God’, nothing else. Since neither the Greek ‘Pater’ nor the English 
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‘Pather' has not such ‘Godlike’ connotations, and since g pers 
‘father’ because of having begotten a ‘son’ of his own, then g ‘ana, ig tly 
sought for the ‘Father’ and immediately found in the perso on “to, 
Jesus son of Mary, the Virgin reputed for having seedlessly ve there 
through a ‘miracle’ worked by the Angel Gabriel, as recordeq in ved hin 
and confirmed by the Koran. . SOs, 
Being happy enough for the founders of the Nicene Creeg, it w 
that Jesus himself addressed the Lord God in terms such ag ‘on , 
(Aramaic 'Abba’), or "My Father!" (Hebrew and Aramaic ' Abi’) aa 
to himself as being the "Son" (either Hebrew-Aramaic 'bén’ or big 8 
was spoken to by God or by the Holy Ghost, i.e. Angel Gabriel, r 
"My son", the unambiguously Evangelic 'Yios' (pronounce: 'yis') 
begotten son and nothing else in Greek". 


in term : 
meaning 
Equally happy for them, it was found that such Jesus-uttereg ' 


had unequivocally designated 'God' Himself, not a Procreating’ 
such as in the following sentence by Jesus: 


Father. 
father 


{"l am ascending to my Father and your Father, to my God ang 
your God."} [John. XX; 17] 


In spite of the glaring precision in such Jesus-uttered sentence that 
He, God, is the Father-God of all mankind including Jesus, it was hastily 
concluded that Jesus alone was the ‘unique son of God’, contradicting, for 
example, Luke [Luke. III: 38] who referred to Adam as being himself the 
‘son of God' too. 


Such concrete ‘father-son’ relationship imposed upon Nicene theologiz. 
ers to teach that 'Son' and 'Father' were of the same divine substance, con. 
cluding that the man Jesus was uncreated, eternal, immortal and worthy of 
equal worship with his Father, etc. 


Having noticed, however, that such ‘dualism’ glaringly counters the first 
principle of monotheism that ‘All, apart of God, is created by Him’, and 
that 'God, our Lord, is One God' as uttered by Moses and confirmed by 


(1) An evident mistranslation. It will be shown later that the Hebrew-Aramaic ‘bar-abbi 
means ‘chosen of the Lord! not 'son of the father’, which is senseless. 
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such perfect monotheism as taught by Moses in the Torah 
ings until the end of time, on Jesus himself as well as on all 
ri ally <A owing Jesus’s teachings, by the mere fact that Jesus himself 
o the letter the whole of Moses’s Torah [cf, Matt. V: 17-30], 
me” of the Nicene Creed managed to find a happy compromise 
pune Anot essentially modified, from the neoplatonic philosophy, 
we wed Athanasius’ own compatriot, Alexandrian Plotinus, the 
in neaded of philosophers, stating that it was not multiplying 
mv i Christian to pay the ‘Son! equal worship with the ‘Father’, 
cot! for ies one ‘entity’. This is because the former (i.e. the Son) is 
bo \ iyeflection upon Himself’ by the latter (ie. the Father), just 
jr own image viewed rc oneself in a mirror. Under such miserably 
yk ones ressions and unavailing play on words, they thought that they 
poet in solving the dilemma they had created for themselves. I mean 
geen sncompatibly dualistic monotheism deriding the Supreme One 
5 by recognizing Him as two distinct persons: Father and Son, 
‘God Incarnated’, i.e. God proper and God in disguise. 


<= 
Tk 


$ 
rd of Mos* 
of God pe rer 
asecond dilemma, born from the first, had inevitably to come up: If 
But ses had to be designated son of God and equal of God, because 
e a aculously fatherless birth from Virgin Mary, which was followed 
of his his brief lifetime on earth by series of unchallengeable miracles 
ae in his post-Crucifixion and post-Burial rise from the dead, 
cos live Ascension into Heaven, then, what about Angel Gabriel who 
pimself initiated in Virgin Mary her seedless conception of Jesus, and who 
supported Jesus in working all his huge unchallengeable miracles or rather 
yas the real unseen performer of such miracles? Was he to remain an 
Angel or even an Archangel? But , here, Gabriel, an Angel of God, would be 
superior to his own Lord, God Himself, present in deified Jesus. Is not he, 
Gabriel, the one who ‘breathed’ Jesus into Mary’s womb? Is not he, Gabriel, 
the one who brought life back into deadly buried Jesus in his grave? Isn't 
; he, Gabriel, the one who, after all, lifted up Jesus on his live ascension into 
a. eaven? If Gabriel remained Angel, he who was Jesus's own initiator, then 
- blsphemers and heretics would not fail to recognize in Angel Gabriel the 
tal father of fatherless Jesus. After all, is it not written in Moses’s Torah 


7 2 Sa 
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that angels of old took wives from among ‘daughters o¢ ttten 
impregnated with a mix of angel-man mighty offspring. > Whom 
{"There were giants in the earth in those days and also ‘ they 

when sons of God came in unto daughters of men, Lad if m 

children to them, the same became mighty men whites, % ay 
old, men of renown. "} “hs "ae 5 

Enormous as it was, the second dilemma, connected with the 4] 
tiated Virgin Mary’s seedless conception of Jesus, and born from i Who iy 
of designating the latter God within God, was a dilemma of ‘nis € Pro ke ; 
own Lord’, and thus it had to be rapidly solved at the highest i ti 
authority in the face of imminent ‘heresies’ threatening the Pathe. it 
mula. Accordingly, there was a need to convene a second count ¥ fp 
to decide on the nature of Angel Gabriel, also named 'Holy Ghost’, tly 
or even ‘Spirit of God”. The second council, which was later tala ‘pit 
tinople I, effectively met at Constantinople in 381 A.D. and, as bi Boe ( 
attended in comfortable majority by heads of church already tamedéi a Was 
low and confess, at least in public, the Son-God cult officially introduced SWal. 
six years earlier in 325 A.D. Nicene Council. Consequently, atten, dante of ; 
second council were at ease to follow their Nicaean predecessorg, a thi 
in solving the Son-God dilemma fifty-six years ago who, based on thei 
invented antilogical Hypostatic Union theory, designated Jesus Goq a 
in God, consubstantially united, without risking, so they believed, to fh, 


Moses’s monotheism, binding indeed on both Jesus himself as wel] as on ‘i 


(1) This is the first mention in the Biblical text as received of any one creature entitled 
son of God, It is here restricted to angels, sons of God, as all Hebrew commentato 
agree; nonetheless, it was apostatic enough to introduce subsequent heresies of diving 
sonship. 

(2) The Hebrew-Aramaic 'riiah’, i.e. spirit, when designating a person such as Gabriel, 
strictly means ‘Angel’, or Messenger (implied: of God) ultimately from the Arabic 
RWH, meaning to go (e.g. on a mission), which is not existent in Hebrew and Aramaic, 
Hence, much ado for nothing. 

(3) When Macedonius, patriarch of Constantinople (351-360 A.D.) dared to show 
Arianistic tendencies, he was dismissed by the emperor. His ‘heresy’ denying Gabrielas 
Divine hastened the convening of Constantinople I where Macedonius was naturally 
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a” r followin him, since, thanks to the Hypostatic Union theory, both 
ans n remained in a sense One God. In like manner, to obviate the 
an ae’ tord’ dilemma, Constantinople | attendants, thought, rightly 
ng ae they would do no more harm to Moses’s monotheism than the 
on dy done fifty-six years ae if they included Angel Gabriel with- 
ve er-S00 formula, to make 'three' instead of ‘two’ Gods within God, 
pi? ev tially united. After ali had not Moses’s monotheism been already 
const og in Nicaea, but ‘saved throught the Hypostatic Union theory allow- 
prem agus to be designated God within God? And, most important, isn’t 
i nly one God within God equal, in logical consequences, to having as 
ire jgas needed within God? 


go it worked: Of all God’s Angels, Gabriel alone was raised in 
from ' Angelic’ to ‘Divine’ Status, consubstantially united within 
ghey er and Son in today Trinitarian, but Monotheistic, Christianity, 


th 
dl a holy triad forming One God, or three equal facets of the One 
e 


caprem™e Being. 
such poly ‘triad’ risked, some time later, to expand into a ‘tetrad’ when 
Mary herself was deified by the same ascending logic unadmitting 
forthe ‘mother of God' to be inferior in rank to her own son. But fortunately 
ough, the cult of Mary, decried in the Koran [cf. Kor. Al-Maedah (The 
ead 116], had to be soon abandoned, obviously lest the same logic be 
conducive to deifying Mary’s parents as well, and so forth, ad infinitum. An 
argument to which we may add that, by deifying Jesus and Gabriel within 
the One God, Trinitarian Christianity, acting in perfect egalitarianism, had 
already succeeded in equally representing ‘gods’, ‘humans’ and ‘angels’ in 

the Divine Self. 


However, by the mere fact that the Christian faith had developed several 
centuries after Jesus into today Trinitarianism, such faith is categorically 
not ascribable to the Prophet Jesus. 


Was not Jesus himself the one who addressed the Lord just before 
quitting this world in the following precise terms: 


{"And this is eternal life, that they know Thee, the Only True God, 
and (to know) Jesus-Christ whom Thou hast sent."} (John. XVUL: 3} 


i. )) SS eee 
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Before going further, it should be recalled that Meg 


monotheism, preached indeed byall Prophets before and after im ‘ Pettey 


Jesus, let alone the seal of all Prophet, Mohammad (PBUH), jg Not a rn 
opened for discussions that are improvable by degrees o, . dmigg *°Y 


subtle retouches to suit the needs of theologizers in Nicaea, ¢ Onsta ing 
or elsewhere. Perfect monotheism as preached by all Prophets ig bie 
obvious fact presented to the human mind, the sine qua non bs itgt 
against atheism: Either God is One, or Nothing. Multiplying go de ey 
the Divine Self, however subtly presented, is glaringly equal to j a in 
polytheism, let alone the antilogy admitting of three Perfectly Sag isti 
within the Divine Self since, speaking pure logic, 'perfect' identity Pre BOdg 
multiplicity. There are not two ‘identical’ As in logic: an ‘A’ is only ; Mab. 
to its own self, different at least in one respect from all not-4%. . Ntical 
equally no such thing as ‘hypostatic union’ or ‘consubstantiality’ rib is 
regard to ‘individuals’ under the same species, but differentiable by Pt in 
one individual’s own respective attributes, such as ‘size’, 'color' atttg each 
time relations, while the notion 'God’, uncreated, is by definition fete : 
spaceless and timeless, so as to form an individualizable species of ni 
own, Presuming, as later alleged, that the same Will and same Action : 
all three ‘gods’ are logically redundant, since, in such case, only one of al 
three would be sufficiently performer. Merging Jesus, which is ineffabj 
blasphemous as it is, in the One God, literally nullifies ‘historic! a 
Christ son of Mary, whose lifetime on earth is the only concrete tangible 
fact in the whole mysterious clergy-made edifice of theological muddles, 
Conversely, distinguishing three equal 'gods' within the Divine Self merely 
by various appellatives, i.e. Father’, ‘Son’ and the ‘Holy Ghost’, as insisteq 
upon in the Trinitarian declaration of faith, is no more than outright 
nonsense: How could a ‘son’, Jesus, be his own ‘father’, or, how could a 
‘Messenger’, the Holy Ghost, literally, Holy Angel, i.e. Holy Messenger", be 
his own 'sender'? How could all three be perfect equals whereas, as uttered 
by Jesus himself, Divine Omniscience is strictly reserved for the ‘Father, 
avowedly declared ‘greater’ than the 'Son' in Jesus’s own words recorded in 


those Evangels? Referring to Doomsday’, Jesus said: 


(1) In the Hebrew-Aramaic, ‘riiah, lit. ghost, spirit, etc., is synonymous to Hebrew: 
_ Aramaic 'mal’ak’, i.e. angel, originally meaning 'Messenger'. 
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he " 


auto shat day or that hour no one knows, not even angels in 
41 + > 
(> ae the Son), but only the Father, ") (Mark. XII: 32] 


Heavy! 


| arring to his live ascension into Heaven, he, Jesus (PBUH), said: 
\ 50 


qf you loved me, you would have rejoiced, because I go to the 
wher fOr the Father is greater than I."} (John. XIV: 28] 
rather. . XIV: 


rel 


pat extent then, did those Trinitarian dogmatizers deem themselves 
oY 1 by logic OF even by common sense? Was logic, as often said, not 
yr odin in religious thought? 
xa! atl uncontested fact that no one takes his faith from a logician’s 
pest ther from an attested Prophet sent by God, I say that, to assert 
“et inference therefrom that there is no room for logic in religious 
bY gs, is 2 false untenable consequentiality. This is because sound faith 
matt? , -ound logic: Is not it only because humans’ freewill is guided by 
jsit "hat they have been selected to receive the Divine Address 


iris also true that knowledge about God is only learnable from attestedly 
Authentic pivine Revelation. On what authority, then, could such Nicene 
dogmatizers have contradicted Moses’s own statement that God is One and 
that there is n0 other God but He, as affirmed by all God’s Prophets and 
Messengers, and forcibly confirmed by Jesus himself? 


In the face of unitarian opposers who, based both on common sense 
ag well as on Authentic Divine Revelation, condemned such heresies, 
Nicene dogmatizers had to seek refuge for their monstrous, boldly 
apostate assertions, largely influenced by their own Greek mythology 
equally appealing to Byzantine established authority, which was not 
yet Christianized: Any glaring untruth they preached was a ‘mystery 
challenging the human mind, a real test of man’s believing-capability, of 
the kind 'take it or leave it’, and: 


{Blessed are those who have not seen and yet believe. "} 


(I) Whence, Angel Gabriel, the Holy Ghost. 
(2) Referring to himself, the man Jesus. a diel 
(3) A specifically Greek notion. 12 ax ot bares ot YUCK 


<== c: 
: OT oe 
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John, XX: 99 

This is bad enough, indeed, since any indefensible TOOke 
can be advanced under such disguise. A truth is Possibly a truth OU en, 
does not contradict the rules of pre-Aristotelian natura] logic vite 
every sound human mind, never otherwise. Idiots and mentalfy "jy 
people, at least as for as religious dogmas are concerned, 2 *TOUbjeg 
excluded. Proceeding from one sophisticated 'mystery' to avai “4 “tietly 
one, often to accommodate the former, Trinitarian Christianity is ig 
most mystery-based of all today religions. The oddest, ang absolute 
amenable to reason of Christian 'mysteries’, is, at least as far ag our sy ot 
research is strictly concerned, the one connected with Jesus's dent 
the cross to redeem mankind from the so-called ‘original Sin’, ie a om 
of disobedience committed by Adam and Eve and viewed ag tr; , * si 
in its essential guilt and consequent penalties from Adam ag he 
human race to all ‘unredeemed’ mankind, i.e. to all human NOnbelievers ; 
Jesus's death on the cross for their own salvation. Such mysterious dag 


of ‘Redemption’ was apparently fashioned to achieve two distin 
purposes: ‘the 
(1) To justify why a Son-God or Incarnate God had to let Himself be 
crucified. 


Ad Of the 


(2) To intimidate Christian opponents of the Nicene Creed who, under 
such circumstances, would risk the fate of the unredeemed and 
doomed to hell. . 

Being a central point in post-Nicene Christian faith, such Jesus's death 

on the cross, forcibly denied in the Koran, brings us to the discussion of the 


Muslim conception of the Prophet Jesus-Christ, son of Virgin Mary. “ 


OE i 

The following facts about Jesus are unambiguously confirmed in the 
Koran, and are binding on all Muslims, namely: he 
1) His mother’s seedless conception of him was through a miracul 
breathing into her -just as recorded in Luke- by Angel Gabri 

is occasionally referred to as ‘Spirit of Holiness’, not ‘Holy Sp: 


~S 


¢ Herald Jewus Iw 
ath 


iw in the Evangels. 


| ee of Adam whom God created from the earth and said 


ys te ae And it is. Hence, Jesus is a ‘word’ from God, not ‘the 


(i m , 
) yn? oa the absolute, or ‘the Word of God’, as loosely spoken of even 


JA ; 
wor ne Muslims: 
1 
ws. _ mortal human, 10 more OF less. His miraculous fatherless 
yes'8 tiated by God, does not give him any title whatsoever to 
1 


bd of uncreatedness. 
jh }, on the cross is vehemently denied, but his live ascension 
we is confirmed. In the last moment, Jesus was miraculously 
into ad from the hands of his enemies to be lifted up, with soul 
to Heaven. His 'second coming’ near the end of time is 
- confirmed, not ‘to judge the twelve tribes of Israel’ as narrated 
ip : ‘ is deferred until then by his live ascension into Heaven, and 
ae witness against those among his followers who falsified his 
reachings- 

gus was a fully-fledged Prophet among the righteous, described in 
is Koran as ‘{]Justrious both in this world and the Hereafter and one 
of those brought nigh’ as quoted earlier. He is an Israelite who was 
the last Prophet and Messenger of God sent with a Divine Address 
exclusively concerning the Children of Israel, and not 'gentiles’ or 
other nations around, as stated by Jesus himself in those Greek 


Gospels when he dismissed the Canaanite woman: 
"Iwas only sent to the lost sheep of the house of Israel."} 

[Matt. XV: 21 et seq.] 
Hewasin particular the last but one of God’s Prophets and Messengers, 
who heralded the advent of Mohammad (PBUH), the seal of God's 


Prophets and Messengers, and the one whom God sent with the last 
Divine Message to all mankind until the end of time. Jesus (PBUH) 


called Prophet Mohammad (PBUH) the ‘spirit of truth’ and also the _ 


Paraclete (Evangelic: Parakletos) in John’s Gospel, which we shall — 
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analyze in our forthcoming onomastic note on 'the Evan , 
Sel’, 


To Summarize, we may conclude that the essential 
difference between the Muslim Creed as preached by the Koran Sings 
Nicene Creed as professed by today post-Nicene Christians, cies 1, 
the following three points: “cisely 


(1) Koran’s total denial of Jesus’s crucifixion recorded in the Go 


SPels, 


(2) Koran’s total rejection of Christian Trinitarianism ens 
the Nicene Creed. That is, Koran has denied any claim é led in 
superhumanity, let alone Godhood or Divine Sonship, Jesuy, 
matter applies to Angel Gabriel, who is not entitled to “athe 
above Angelhood. God is the Absolute One, all apart of Him Tank 
creation. Both Jesus and Gabriel are bound, as al] other cr, are His 
pay God alone the true worship: “ates, ty 


{"...For God is (the only) One God, Glory be to Him (Far 
Exalted is He) above having a son. To Him belongs al] that 
is in the heavens and all that is in the earth. And God is All- 
Sufficient as a Disposer of affairs. The Messiah will never be 
proud to reject to be a slave to God, nor the Angels who are 
near (to God, i.e. Favoured Angels)...”} 


‘a 


[Kor. An-Nesa (Women): 171-172] 


(3) Affirmation in the Koran of Mohammad’s Messengership from God _ 
to all mankind until the end of time as proclaimed in the following 
Koranic Verse already quoted: 


{"Say (O Mohammad): ‘O mankind! Verily, I am sent to you ; 

all as the Messenger of God, to Whom belongs the dominion of — 

the heavens and the earth. None has the right to be worshipped _ 

but He. It is He Who gives life and causes death. So believe _ 

in God and His Messenger (Mohammad), the gentile Prophet — 
(i.e. Mohammad) who believes in God and His Words (i.e, 
Koran, Torah and Gospel) and follow him so that you may be 
guided."} [Kor. Al-Arrf (The Battlements): 158] 

_ Christians, of course, deny any claim to Mohammad's mere Prophe 
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, witness 


vil py Jesus's own words recorded fortunately enough in John’s 


rhe 


( é t s 1 

wore my ammad is himself the 'Paraclete' and the ‘Spirit of Truth’ whom 
A ne edi Consequent to such Christian denial of Mohammad’s 
- her iP form God, Koran's Divine Credibility certifying the seal of 
, e 


es i prophets and Messengers is, by those Christians, equally and ipso 
0 $ 


gore 
a genied- 
fa" Ot 
still Christian reader, unbelieving as he is in Koran’s absolute 
a a 


as universally binding unquestionable Divine Speech, all the 
sedi i Honea three points from (a) to (c) could be subject to a debate, 
pore rst. How, and on what authority could the Koran deny Jesus's 
exe t vn withle ssed by a crowded audience, an undeniable historic fact 
csc ed from generation to generation, let alone Jesus's assertions in 

ae foretelling, at an early date, his death on the cross in fulfillment 


io FES * 
oe scripture” as well as his repeatedly confidence to his own disciples 
t . 
: : forthcoming dramatic end? 
it 


indeed, the Koran unambiguously affirms: 


{"... They killed him not, nor crucified him, but the resemblance 
of ‘isi (Jesus) was put over another man (and they killed 
that man), and those who differ therein are full of doubts. 
They have no ( certain) knowledge, they follow nothing but 
conjecture. For surely; they killed him not, but God lifted him 
(‘isi (Jesus)] up (with his body and soul) unto Himself (and 
he is in the heavens), and Good is Ever All-Powerful, All- 
Wise.”} (Kor. An-Nesa (Women): 157-158] 


Here, we learn from the Koran that ‘Crucifixion’ as a ‘historic event’ 
witnessed by a crowded audience and attended by both followers and 
enemies of Jesus-Christ, did in fact take place. Yet, only the ‘person’ on 
the cross was not himself Jesus, but ‘another’ disguised in Jesus's person. 
So, it was ' resembled’ for them that the man arrested, tried, whipped and 
brought by the neck to meet his death on the cross was himself Jesus. 


(1) To be discussed later. eet 
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This is indeed one aspect of Divine All-Comprising ; 
displayed in the whole Koran. At the time when the Koran Wag Now), 
the early 7 century A.D., there remained no living human, iy 
non-Christian, testifying to such Koran categoric denial {« 
not, nor crucified him”} although, surprising enough, it ig evi led 

their own quoted Gospels, as we soon shall demonstrate, 


HOHE 


In Luke’s as well as in the other three Gospels, we read that Jesuggal 
his death on the cross but, when the hour came near, he wag ‘orety 
that he prayed God earnestly to remove this cup from him; 


{"And he withdrew from them about a stone’s throw, and Jp, 
down and prayed: Father, if Thou art willing, remove this eae 
from me, nevertheless not my will, but Thine, be done, And there 
appeared to him an Angel from Heaven strengthening him, al 
being in an agony he prayed more earnestly; and his sweat became 
like great drops of blood falling down upon the ground. And whe 
he rose from prayer, he came to disciples and found them 
for sorrow, and he said: Why do you sleep? Rise and pray that ‘You 
may not enter into temptation. "} (Luke. XXII: 4] 46] 


Such fright which suddenly overtook him when the hour came 
in fact explained in Mark: 
{"The spirit indeed is willing, but the flesh is weak."} 


the above passage quoted from Luke’s are three points recorded in; I 
Gospels except the last but one, mentioned only in Luke's: 


1- Jesus earnestly prayed God to pass the cup (death on the cr 8s | 


him. He did it just before he was arrested by his enemies an 
it earnestly and repeatedly leaving God to do His will. ; 
2- An Angel from Heaven came upon him during 
strengthen him. Sie 


yitne rss & the Herald ss a 


a told God's Reaction to Jesus's prayers, but we are told that 
( al 


wee nad praying, as if he had received God’s Answer, logically 
5 oem "thee affirmative or in the negative, 
el 


4 refuse Jesus’s prayers, which were indeed his last prayers on 

she was the one who God always used to hear as quoted earlier 
| ah ix connection with the miracle of raising Lazarus from the dead? 
io os st Jesus» notwithstanding his earnest prayers for his own rescue, 
neo spy the Angel sent to strengthen him that he should nevertheless 
was! tol cross in fulfillment of the Scripture, i.e. of the Jewish Bible. Was 
je rat that the Angel confided to him that God heard his prayers and 
it inste? vata crucifixion should take its course as written in the scripture, 
ect? "pimself, Jesus, was to be spared therefrom? Which situation, indeed, 
mS ; what is recorded in Mark's that when Jesus rose from his third and 
xplain® - he came unto his disciples no more troubled [cf, Mark. XIV: 


gefore giving OUF categorical answer to this question, we should recall 
sakes reference to what is really prewritten in the Scripture concerning 
sus dramatic end quoted by the devil tempting Jesus when he took him 
to Jerusalem and set him on the pinnacle of the temple and said to him: 


{"If you are the son of God, throw yourself down from here, for it 
is written: He will give His Angels charge of you, to guard you, 
and on their hands they will bear you up, lest you strike your foot 
against a stone’. And Jesus answered him: Tt is said, you shall not 
tempt the Lord your God’."} [Luke. IV: 9-12] 


Now, it is clear that these words of Satan are quoted from David's Book of 
Psalms [PS. XCI: 11-12], and that Luke himself recognizes that this Psalm 


XCI of David bore specifically on the person of Jesus-Christ. Indeed, the 
whole Psalm XCI runs as follows: 


("He that dwelleth in the secret place of the most High shall abide 
under the shadow of the Almighty. I will say of the Lord He is 
my refuge and my fortress, my God, in Him will I trust. Surely 
He shall deliver thee from the snare of the fowler, and from the 
"oisome pestilence. He shall cover thee with his feathers, and 
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under his wings shalt thou trust; his truth shall be thy Shielq 2 
buckler, Thou shalt not be afraid for the terror by hight, id 
the terror of the arrow that flieth by day. Nor for t, Sor 
that walketh in darkness; nor for the destruction th <t yal , 
at noonday. A thousand shall fall at thy side, and ten the b h 
at thy right hand; but it shall not come nigh thee, Only * 
thine eyes shalt thou behold and see the reward of the b ith 
Because thou hast made the Lord, which is my refuge, sal “a 
most High, thy habitation, there shall no evil befall thee, nee le 
any plague come nigh thy dwelling. ‘For He shall give His , Ls . 
charge over thee, to keep thee in all ways. They shall bear thee up 
in their hands, lest thou dash thy foot against a stone. 
shalt tread upon lion and adder; the young lion and dragon ¢ is? 
thou trample under feet. Because he hath set his love upon i 
therefore I will deliver him; I will set him on high, because he 
known My name. He shall call upon Me, and I shall answer na 
I will be with him in trouble; I will deliver him, and honour _ ; 
With long life will I satisfy him, and show him My salvation?) ; 


Thus ends David’s Psalm XCI whose English version is reprod 
above in full. There is no doubt that its integrity bears on Jesus-@ 
‘a’ to 'z'. It is categoric as to what was indeed God’s Answer to Jesus's 
just before he risked 'to be arrested, tried, whipped, dragged by 
derided upon and dishonored before being finally raised on the cro 

narrates astonishingly in details, step by step, how Jesus (Heb 
literally, the one whom God saves) evaded crucifixion, the com 
of the Trinitarian creed: 'He shall call upon Me and I will answe 
‘I will deliver him and honor him’, 'He will behold and see th 
the wicked’, see with his own eyes, before ascending into 
betrayer, Judas Iscariot, drink to the dregs the very cup h 
him, the cup which God, accepting His Prophet Jesus's pray 
from Jesus to Judas, honoring His Prophet by raising him 
: are) 


(1) Words between commas are Devil’s quotation in Luke’s her abo t 
modified but essentially the same. ) \orke sh paella * 


mess 8 the Herald jenus 1 509 
wi 


ie with his own eyes the dramatic end of his betrayer, while 

a y long life in Heaven until near the end of time. Amazing 

aw je oe ‘My salvation’ (Hebrew ‘yesu‘at?), which end the Psalm, 
opt the sreaning t0 Jesus (Hebrew 'Yesiia’, literally, ‘Salvation by God’), 
: Cw _ a subtle allusion to the person of whom David speaks, ie. 
ft} ae i also depicts the manner in which God intends to save His 
isi rhe Not by force OF through a violent intervention, but rather subtly 

pet: in the aforementioned English version of Psalm XCI, we read 
pd eT, sal ‘deliver’ occurring thrice; 


neve" A: surely He shall deliver thee. 


(2) 


(3) 
ihe three respective places, the original Hebrew triliterals used are: 
In 


herefore will I deliver him. 


| will deliver him. 


(1) NSL, meaning to snatch away. 


(2) PLT, meaning to slip away. 
(3) HLS, meaning to disentangle. 


Hence, the man arrested, tried, degraded, derided upon, ey 
eck bearing his cross to be raised upon, die thereon and be buried in his 
+, without being resurrected until Doomsday, was not Jesus, Neate 
alt Judas Iscariot. 


This, indeed, is what the Scripture foretold about Jesus's salvation, 
the man whom God saved as if in fulfillment of the name given to him 
by Gabriel announcing him to Mary the moment she received Gabriel's 
breathing-in initiating conception in her womb of the infant Jesus (Hebrew 
‘Yehosiia", contracted to 'Yesiia", Evangelic ‘lesods’, Anglicized Jesus’). 


This, indeed, is the Miracle of Salvation performed on ‘Maundy 
Thursday’, the Thursday before Easter, the night | - of which Judas was 
arrested instead of Jesus. In fact, it is the Miracle of Substitution, not 
the Last Supper, that should be celebrated on such Thursday. Good 
Friday should not be observed in commemoration of Jesus’s crucifixion 
that never occurred, but in commemoration of the Divine Retaliation 
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inflected on Judas, his betrayer. Moreover, Easter Sunda 


Wf * 
Jesus's resurrection should not be observed at all singe Nobody nay 


the dead on such day. 


Had only Luke and his co-evangelists, instead of hastily Uotin, 
words tempting Jesus in the wilderness, read David's Psalm XC] in B Satay, 
them would no doubt have unanimously concluded that Jesus's ¢ ful, 


the cornerstone of clergy-made Trinitarianism, never ha 
not deified because of his fatherless conception by Mary, 


l¥|, 


Ppened, Jesus 
Nor on 

his live ascension into Heaven preceded by Elijah, but because he utr 

believed to have been deadly crucified, buried really dead in his th 

where he conquered death through ‘self-resurrection’, Braye 


Just before he entered with his disciples the garden in : , 
Pp ; g the Kidron lly ; 
where he was to be arrested, Jesus prayed: 
{ "Father, the hour has come; glorify Thy son!"} Uoh, XvEE j 


The hour was that of his forthcoming schemed arrest, Surely God . 
not glorify him in that hour by letting him be arrested, but by subtly makin 
him evade such arrest, substituting Judas for Jesus so that the former may 
drink to the dregs the cup he wickedly and treacherously Prepared for hie 
master. 


HOES 


As to how such Miracle of Substitution took place and when it di 
happen, we may infer the answer from Mark’s account on the facts 0 


eventually crucified. In his Gospel, Mark narrates: 


{"And immediately, while he (Jesus) was still speaking, Judas ; 
came, one of the twelve, and with him a crowd with swords and 


betrayer (Judas) had given them a sign, saying, "The one Is 
kiss is the man; seize him and lead him away safely’ And when 
he (Jesus) came, he (Judas) went up to him at once, and said, 
Master!’ And he kissed him. And they laid hands on him an 
seized him. But one of those who stood by (Jesus’ disciples) drew 
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ness * 


oP?” al struck the ane of the high priest, and cut off his 

ow 1 Jesus said to them, ‘Have you come out as against a 
at A : ah words and clubs to capture me? Day after day I was 
pve in the temple teaching, and you did not seize me. But let 
with an os be fulfilled’. And they all (Jesus’ disciples) forsook 
ihe Sc en And a young man followed him (the arrestee), with 
yim ne put a linen cloth on his body; and they (the arrestors) 

. 1 (the young man in linen cloth), but he left the linen 
qnd ran away naked. "} [Mark. XIV: 43-52] 


sed was such young man with nothing on his body but a linen 
o inde the arrestors tried to seize by his linen cloth which he left 
Ww a to run away naked? Was he one of Jesus’s disciples? Was 
eit eee disciple John, the beloved of Jesus, as indeed asserted in 
ii? a tradition recorded nowhere in four Gospels? How could it be so, 
christ ve told in all four Gospels that all Jesus's disciples forsook him 
pen We? the was seen arrested and fled, except that Peter alone followed 

e pone as recorded in Mark’s [Mark. XIV: 54]. Yet only in the fourth 
pin afar ond by a certain John (allegedly same Jesus’s beloved John but 
Gospel ce not so as we shall prove later) we are told that Peter was not 


oric : 
Se iy disciple following Jesus: 


("simon Peter followed Jesus, and so did another disciple”. As 
iis disciple was known to the high priest, he entered the court 
of the high priest along with Jesus, while Peter stood outside at 
the door. So the other disciple, who was known to the high priest, 
went out and spoke to the maid who kept the door, and brought 
Peter in."} (John. XVIII: 15-16] 


This fourth Gospel flagrantly counters the all three other Gospels’ 
narratives of such event. Even if we believe the fourth Evangelist’s account, 
such invented ‘other disciple’ accompanying Peter could not have been the 
same young man in linen cloth who ‘ran away naked’ spoken of in Mark: 
account, at least for the following reasons: . 
(\)A poor camouflage artificially used by the unknown scribe for self-disguise, as if too 

shy to name himself! i uegpiee Siys) <04 en ad 
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(1) He could not run away naked from the arrestors just to follow 
th 


again naked without being seized by them. ny 


— 


(2) Being naked, he could neither follow the arrestors’ Proce 


SSig 
face the high priest to whom he was known. ™s Nop 


(3 


~~ 


He could not either regain his dwelling to redress himself de 

and ‘follow the arrestors' without completely loosing Sight o¢ .) 
procession, let alone that he could, as we are told, enter the aa 

of the high priest along with Jesus. But the author of the fourth Ph. 
no doubt had simply to invent such ‘other disciple’ just to me 


‘two! eyewitnesses, John plus Peter, to authenticate his own aceg 
of the arrestee’s trial. Unt 


Now, if the ‘young man in linen cloth’ could not, as we h 


ave j 
demonstrated, be one of Jesus’s disciples, who then was he? Mist 


Passing, for the debate’s sake, over the fact that no one could show 
himself in public naked except for a linen cloth on his body, some questions 
are urgently proposed: 


(1) Was the young man in linen cloth a member of the arresting band? 
Incredible, for how could the arresting band seek to seize one of its 
members? 


(2) Was he Judas Iscariot standing by the side of the arrestee whom Judas ' 
just kissed? Impossible, for how could the arresting band think of 
arresting its own guide? . 


@ . 5 
(3) Was hea simple passer-by of the kind used to follow, by mere curiosity, _ 


any such procession of arrestors and arrestees? How, then, could he 
have placed himself in the front of the procession, side by side with 
the arrestee“)? Granted that he was just an innocent passer-by, wha 
could have aroused the arresting band’s suspicion in him so as to 


(1) In original Mark’s ‘Greek’ terms, the young man in linen cloth did not ‘follow’ the 
arrestee, but in fact accompanied him. See original Greek version [ 
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wine 

vill _ arresting band, so that he ran away from them naked? Was it 

of a the arresting band had thought ill of the half-naked young 
no" "e queer behavior, keeping step with the arrestee? Why would 

per pall naked young man be so eager to stand by him all along the 


ost 
guc nen that garden in Kidron valley down to the courtyard of the 


hb 


11, who was the young man in linen cloth? 
ret a» 


befitting answer although never thought of, is that the ‘young 


1 
xcl just Po 
¢ the fowlen 1m a manner that the fowler be entrapped in his own 


e very moment of the kissing-sign, Judas had to be substituted 
ter. In no time, his physiognomy, his voice, tone, manner of 

spyand even his clothes, all turned to be identically Jesus's. Left naked 
ee A linen cloth offered by the Angel who performed the miracle, Jesus 
ce near from his betrayer, who was taken by the soldiers, to hear 


pad to draw 
jim murmur between the teeth a Verse from David's Psalm XX: 
i 


fratta yada'ti ki hogia‘ Yehwa mesiho."} [Ps. XX: 6] 


snare 0 
; th 
nate e 

for the mas 
and 


This literally means ‘Now I know that God saveth his anointed’. But 
ticking half-naked to the arrestee, Jesus provoked suspicion, so the 
resting band tried to lay hands on him, dropping the linen cloth. For a 
moment, the queer young man appeared wholly naked, but Gabriel soon 
disguised him under a beam of his angel-light, allowing Jesus to disappear 
completely from human sight. 


The huge miracle literally stunned the suicidal betrayer who, apart from 
jesus, had to be the only human witness of the miracle of substitution. 
From the outstart, he was not a firm believer in Jesus's Prophethood, and 
thought of him instead as a remarkable wonder-player, endowed with huge 
unexplainable powers which, if geared toward world-seeking aspirations, 
i make of Jesus undisputed king of Israel and, why not, of the whole 
oe was precisely for such hope that he, Judas, decided to follow the 
Ae and Jesus, unto whom such Judas’s earthly preoccupations were 

concealed, masterly appointed him in charge of the ‘purse’, Day in 


ee Bog. ae ae aes 
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day out, he learned to love, and not only admire, the ch 
arm 
n, 


but his dreams for power and earthly gains never ceased 


& 
and night, until at last he ceased dreaming. Thig jg beens hin 
total disappointment, unambiguously confided to his closest tony 
and even avowedly declared in public, that his kingdom Was d 
world. How could a man endowed with such tested enormous h: Of thi, 
up so sharply, however virtuous he might be and he was certain tS bing 
exemplar virtuousness, any claim to such earthly gaing? Was Of} 
disguised impostor or rather a lofty-principled real Prophet? His o a Subtly 
tempted him to put the whole matter to a critical test; Either the m 
a fake, then the impostor ought to pay of his life, or, he was a p 
then God should intervene and save His Messenger. In the former "Oph, 
would have spared himself the unpaid policy of serving an unambj , 
impostor and gained the lucrative sympathy of a powerfy] clergy Re j 
against Jesus. In the latter case, however, he would be conscience © | 
to follow him literally until the end of the world. But in both case 
tormented spirit should at last find peace. Over the price set on his nell 
head he would not bargain. Had money been his first worry he COUld haye 
bargained for hundred times the thirty pieces of silver he obtaineg fe a 
handing Jesus over to his enemies. What really mattered for him WS to se { 
the experiment achieved. In his own inveigled eyes, he thought himself, : 


tester, not a traitor. 


But ‘you shall not tempt the Lord your God’, retorted Jesus to Satan's 
temptation as quoted earlier. He who tempts the Lord God avowedly 
declares himself an outright disbeliever. Seized in the act, the wretched 
disciple soon realized that he was caught in his own trap. Here, God, inthis 
particular instance certified the Prophethood of His Messenger Jesus a 
right, but with a miracle especially intended for the skeptic disciple. God 
saved his anointed as foretold by David, and he, Judas, had to suffer all the 
consequences of his skepticism, a third alternative he did not think of 

his muddle-headed calculations. In a second he realized the horrible s 
he committed, and tried to redeem himself which was now the only t 
that really counted: He would not escape or identify himself to his arre 
as being their own guide. After all, none would believe him now. By 


en ee 


sos & the Herald Jesus i 555 


s wine 


il 1jgs, hadnit he just identified to them the person of Jesus 
MY ae now perfectly disguised? Satan's plot in which he largely 
fi on he was NOW a real fiasco, and Jesus free. So, let him, Judas, play 


1 
w | aaa id : ar 
ip 7a inte d to him in the irreversible Divine Scheme: 


| te sney (disbelievers) plotted [to kill (Jesus)], and God 
(" An fs And God is the Best of the planners.”} 
ann [Kor. Al ‘Emran (The Household of ‘Emran): 54] 
¢ lost of human sight under Gabriel’s ‘feathers and wings’ as 
a jo pa d in [Ps. XCI], and let him, Judas, by his total silence or 
set! answer; 48 recorded in all Gospels“), add more camouflage to 
is gubstitution miracle: 


; ny adju 
Asked 


sO. 
me statement is mentioned in [Luke. XXII: 70] 


re you by the living God, tell us if you are the Christ? 
1¢ high priest, and the arrestee answered: You have said 
(Matt. XXVI: 63-64] 


| phe s4 
| lt ell you, you will not believe, and if I ask you, you will not 


: nswer. But from now on the son of man shall be seated at the 
right hand of the power of God.’} (Luke. XXII: 67-69] 

pecauses adjured by the name of the living God, he would not now 
wre: YOU said I am the Christ, not I. But he (implied: not I) shall from 
‘I be seated at the right hand of the power of God (i.e. with Gabriel), 
ei Judas, had seen by his own eyes. But Mark, as well as John, found 
it improper of the arrestee to deny himself, so they both modified such 
quotations to read: Are you the Christ, the Son of the Blessed? And the 
arrestee answered: I am; and you will see the son of man sitting at the right 
hand of Power, and coming with the clouds of heaven [Mark. XIV: 61-62], 
etc, He would forbear all sorts of degradation: hurling, hooting, spitting and 
even flogging. All this was part of the deal, a ‘sip’ from the cup he should 
now drink to the dregs in atonement for the horrible sin he committed. 
He would even bear his own cross to the site where the arrestee should be 


(1) Except for the fourth Evangel where its author preferred to put in the arrestee’s mouth 
words carefully chosen by John to justify his own creed about Jesus, son of God! 
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crucified, passing among the maddened crowd blasphemin 
own Prophet, but he murmured: 


g ABaing 


thei, 


{"Father, forgive them, for they know not what they do!"} 


[Luke, XXIII; 34) 
Yes, they knew not what they were doing. Had they known t 
were hooting not Jesus, but rather the anti-Christ, the betrayer of h ey 
master, they would have been ashamed of themselves, or rather is 
about to seek the real Christ, the very target of their mad deneq SPreaq , 
whom God saved by a miracle. So, let him keep silent, and fo WE 
sufferings. He would not groan when they started to nail him on the w 
nor would he be terrified when they raised him on the Cross blee bis 
and death approaching. Let him calmly forbear it, that God may mat 
His Sentence in compensation for his voluntary self-sacrifice to ¢ 
Jesus's escape. May the Almighty, the Most Merciful, accept his Prayers 
rescue. Until near the end, he cherished the hope that God might Mind 
his punishment to the horrible sufferings he just passed by and intervene 
in the last moment to set him free from death on the cross. But his hojed 
passed in vain. Death approached, and the Angel of Death drew near. So he 


cried up out of mortal despair: 


{"My God, My God, why hast Thou forsaken me!"} 
[Matt. XXVII; 46] 


thear 


The same statement is mentioned in [Mark. XV: 34] 


But Luke, inveigled by his firm belief in Jesus's Divine Sonship, could _ 
not swallow it: How could the arrestee mistaken for Jesus, implore ‘hiss 
God? How could a 'God’, Jesus so deemed, have a ‘God’? Or, how could he 


{"Father, into Thy hands I commit my spirit!"} [Luke. XXII: 46) 
John, even more careful than Luke, could only drop the quotation 
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meg le ir forttvcbimkt 
af «yereoF fOr 8” aaa genomic note on the name ‘Evangel’. 
<i ; Gospels were no’ tte 
, opted G i written to record events just as they 


i gor they were written, or more precisely ‘amended’ to explain 
, rat, gense Of those who took the Prophet Jesus for God beside 


ae 
ti 
" g in th 


god 


crucified, his master’s betra’ Iscari 

as t0 : " 3 name of Jesus-Christ, he aid bps ahs pire 

me det aA ls tt not rise in the day 
A ab all four, 10 P , as $ Proposed by Matthew his dead body, 


: ie a ste a to secure the sepulchre lest the disciples steal it and pretend 
gon ster did rise as foretold. Discovering the 'bad joke’ of which th 
thé ictims, they did not hesitate, in their wrath, to throw it tilitses 
wh shigh place where it burst open in the middle with all bowels — 
i sarrated DY Peter [See, Matt. XXVII: 64 et seq. & Acts. I: ry ' 
0 

rsuss Live Ascension into Heaven, however, had to take place few days 
Be. after the effective burial of the crucified body, because: 


As prophesied by David in [Ps. XCI], Jesus had to see with his own 
eyes ‘the reward of the wicked’, Judas, drinking to the last drop the 
very cup he had prepared for the master. 


) Jesus had to ascend alive into Heaven under the sight of all his own 
faithful disciples, these who saw him crucified and buried, to assure 
them that God saved His Messenger from the deadly scheme of the 


apostates. 


Following him with their own eyes ascending into Heaven alive until he 
disappeared from their sight, all faithful disciples believed what they heard 
and seen, even Thomas, the most doubtful among the remaining eleven, 
and had since then to preach what they had Asante anciaeet to all people 


around, 


(1) 


(2 


= ae 


he Koran 
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It should be noted that Jesus and all his disciples were Benuin 
people, inheritors of Moses’s ‘Torah, fon, whom there Was no a 
preach or believe that God could be beth One' and "Three'’, or even ce 
the precise meaning of the Hebrew ‘Ab’ and the Hebrew-Aramaj. s. "i 
meaning the Lord, or to take the Hebrew-Aramaic 'Bar' jp mr, 7 
Abba’ for nothing else than the 'Chosen-of-the-Lord', which ig ab Bar, 


unmistakable for such senseless meaning as the ‘Son-of-the-Fathe,' “lutey, 
in God through such invented Hypostatic Union. We are often told in nd 
Gospels, particularly John’s, that Jews, particularly Pharisees, Scribe, 
priests, bearer of Biblical Hebrew, accused Jesus of blaspheming ona, ¢ 
of their ‘misunderstanding’ him uttering ‘Bar-Abba’ in respect o¢ Count 
or ‘Abba’ in respect of God, which is absolutely impossible for nite 
Hebrews using such ‘Bar-Abba’ in their proper names, and calling Mune 
their own ‘Father’ [cf. John. VIII: 41]. Sot 


Albeit, blasphemers against true faith, who corrupted Jesus's 
monotheistic Christianity, had to be found at an early date. From ey 
Jesus ascended alive into Heaven -and became no more present to sup 
heresies on his behalf- believers in Jesus had to be divided into two main 4 
groups: ; 

1) Those who could not deny their own eyes with which they had im 
Jesus's crucified and buried, and who could but lend their ears to 
those philosophizers who tried to justify the dramatic end of their 
beloved master, the ablest wonder-player they had ever seen or heard 

of in the history of God’s Prophets, who was by all means capable 
of parrying such death had he so willed. Then the only pos 
explanation would be that he ‘let’ himself be crucified, because 
he ‘willed’ it, which is against ‘human’ nature. Then the 'man' was 


ew 
to 


for murder [Luke. XXIII: 23] originally Hebrew-Aramaic 'Bar-Abba’, only 'Chos 
God’, never thought for one moment to mean ‘Son of God’ as misconstrued in re 


respect of Jesus [cf. Luke. XIII: 35]. t 
(2) One glaring acceptation of Hebrew-Aramaic 'Bar' taken as epithet of Jesus. 
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r rhe a0 gent through self-sacrifice to redeem mankind. Red 
oop of ‘ what? What inexpiable sin could have deserved setit otiolh 
1 ( ams original sin had to be advanced, because God so ‘eves 
phot" as to sacrifice His own Son for their salvation! But deifying 


anki? . possible unless his initiato 
was impo’ t, Angel Gabriel, be equally 


cu) 
jes”, and so OM 


ified 
4 _ewho & re firm in true faith who believed Jesus's own account, 
hose never forsook His own Messengers: Jesus was but a Prophet 

aj 00 tal among mortals who was created by God, whom God 
F a from death on the cross as schemed by apostates, lifted him 
sav “th DO dy and soul into Heaven until near the end of time, and 
up se will bring to the world again to scold those of his mad 


whom d istort 
ho so devoutly di his i 
mslower who so y distorted his image and then, die his own 


~~ 


death: 
nand there is none of the people of the Scripture (Jews 


a Christians), but must believe in him (Jesus) before his 
resus’ or a Jew's or a Christian's] death, and on the Day of 
R psurrection, he (Jesus) will be a witness against them.”} 

(Kor. An-Nesa@ (Women): 159] 


ghe latter grOUP» of course, embodied the true belief in the Messiah, 
n of Mary, as confirmed in the Koran. But Trinitarians’ oe 
rjumph since 325 A.D. is responsible for the until now prevailing image 
sfJesus, SOD of God, rather than son of Mary, the 'Redeemer' of mankind, 
against his OWN name ‘Jesus’, Hebrew 'Yesiia", contracted from the Hebrew 
ryehosiia’, aS literally meaning ‘whom God saves’, resulted for the grou 

of true believers in their gradual disappearance from history, until te 
advent of the Koran, the last Divine Rectifier of distorted feitindé Divine 


jesus 80 


Revelations. 


eR 
As recorded in the Gospels and confirmed in th 
| i ' e Ko: > 
birth name, 'Jesus-Christ’, directly from God: ran, Jesus got his 


| {"(Remember) when the angels said: ‘O Maryam (Mary, 
Verily, God gives you the glad tidings of a Word ae 


aa F 
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his name will be the Messiah Tsd (Jesus), the son 9 Mar 
(Mary), held in honor in this world and in the Hereq fern 
will be one of those who are near to God’."} ” and 


[Kor, Al ‘Emrin (The Household of ‘Ems 
“tnran): 45) 


In fact, Jesus was not the first Hebrew person to be so named 
and after him, there have been as many ‘Jesus's’ as one could ne . a / 
first of whom was categorically Joshua son of Nun, minister o¢ me I 
whom Moses specifically coined such name ‘Joshua’, Hebrew Yen 4 
later contracted into 'Yesiia", Jesus’s Hebrew name. We read in fact ; # 
book of Numbers that Joshua’s birth name initially was ‘Oshea’, tie 
'Hoséa’, literally meaning ‘salvation’ [Num. XIII: 8], but Moses d cbrey 
it into ‘Joshua’, Hebrew ‘Yehosa", [Num. XIII: 16] pointing, No doy 

the fact that ‘salvation’ proper is the work of God, not of man, a LA 
the change of Joshua’s name from the Hebrew 'Hoséa’, i.e, salvation Nice 
the Hebrew 'Yehosiia“ (‘Yeho' for Yehwa + ‘siia", from the Hebrew. 
meaning to save). It is true that the Hebrew triliteral $w* jg replaced 
in verbal usages by the Hebrew YS; identical in meaning, from wre. 
Joshua’s original name, 'Hoséa", i.e. salvation; however, this does not i 
to proper names as stated earlier. Indeed, there exists in Biblical al . 
the masculine proper name ‘Siia“, paradigmatic infinitival form from ¢ : 
obsolete SW‘ i.e. salvation, terminal in 'Yehosiia". Whence, such "Yehog 
Jesus's ultimately original Hebrew name, should mean: God is salyat 
or, taking ‘sia exhortatively”, Save, O God! In the course of time, | 
before Jesus, such "YehoSiia" had to be contracted into 'Yesiia", Jesus's 
Hebrew name, Graecized into ‘Iesot' in Greek Evangels; from which the 
English 'Jesus', meaning God is salvation, or, Save, O God!® is derived, 


ww 

Joshua, Moses’s minister, was not of course a 'Redeemer of manki 
be so named by Moses, nor were all Hebrew persons so named a 
until the advent of Jesus-Christ. Also, there was not any special 


from the Hebrew SW‘, meaning to save. Se 
(2) For the change from 'Hoééa" to 'Yehosiia", see, under YS5 The Analytical I 

Chaldee Lexicon, op. cit., p.358, and, for 'Yesiia" standing for ‘Yehosiia", s 

Yesiia", Ibid., p.354. rig oOo 


(1) Hebrew ‘siia" is paradigmatic both infinitival and masculine singular impera' 


he wi 
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nag 


on imply mean ‘the Saint-Rescued'. The real prestige of Jesus-Christ 


sel Ae i 
Me sys 0 dignifying notions. 
-onv®) 


v 


Noticing howevels that explaining the name ‘Jesus’ in terms of his 
4) homony™ ‘Joshua’, minister of Moses, i.e. Hebrew 'Yehosiia", i.e. 
i ".. Salvation’ or ‘Save, O God!’, would be disastrous to their own 
God “tandiNg of Jesus’s function as the 'Redeemer of Mankind’, not ‘the 
coe God saves’ (from being crucified). Christian Hebrew scholars 
‘ss Goi to maintain, illogically, that Jesus’s own Hebrew name 'YeSiia" is 
ee acted from the Hebrew ‘Yehosiia", meaning God is Salvation, or 
% * God!, but from "Yehi-Yehi-Siia"®, i.e. "He (Jesus) is Salvation’, ice. 
pea Deliverer, Redeemer, etc., which is too bad indeed. 

Nay, the name ‘Jesus’ (Evangelic 'lesotis', Hebrew ‘Yehosiia", and Koranic 
visa’) means: ‘he whom God saves’, no more no less, identically as explained 
in the miraculous Koran. 


EG 


Indeed, Koran Onomastics in respect of the name ‘Jesus’, the Messiah 
son of Mary, is one of the subtlest examples of onomastic erudition. 


Before the Koran, Christian Arabophones used to Arabicize the name 
Jesus, originally the Evangelic unaugmented ‘lesoti' (pronounce: 'Yesii’), 
into the Arabicized form 'Yasii", supplying the missing final “ which is 
impossible in terms of Greek phonology, and conserving, for reasons purely 


(1) Uneducated in the Hebrew Language, Comparative Religion researchers, including 
Westernized Arabophones, are frequently mystified by English ‘Messiah’ and French 


‘Messie', ost clad. 


() See, under 'Yesiia", The Analytical Hebrew & Chaldee Lexicon, op. cit., p.354. 
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nostalgic'” the middle Evangelic 's' sound substituted for the ty 
the Hebrew 'Yesiia", which is foreign to Greek phonology, Tiging) " ty 


At this stage, we should remember that the prime ey 
‘Arabicization' is that the Arabicized form must conform to °n Mg 
model (‘wazn’) used in the Arabic language. This explaing the in Worg 
the vowel 'e’ in theEvangelic 'Iesod’ into ‘a’ in the Arabicizeg Yasir our 
conforms to the Arabic word-model ‘fa‘iil’; common in the Arabic , : 


The erudite Koran adds another prime condition to the one j 
Arabicized form should at first sight be meaningless in the Arabic, © The | 
the meaning it conveys for a genuine Arabophone is identical to it, ti 
meaning in its original language, such as the ‘onomastic arabicization . 
the name ‘Michael’, Arabicized ‘Mikal’. Inobservance of such Ko a UE 
requirement may result in oddly Arabicizing a given foreign Proper p 
into the direct opposite of its original meaning in the original language. 


But such formerly Arabicized 'Yasii" does not fulfill the above-go ‘i. 
requirement: ing 
0 
(1) It is not meaningless in the Arabic 
(2) It conveys the direct opposite of the original meaning of the origina) 
Hebrew ‘Yehosiia" (he whom God saves). , 


Read as an originally Arabic word, such Arabicized 'Yasii* }j . 
means in the Arabic ‘he shall perish’! Indeed, Arabic 'yasii", also ‘yas, : 
derived from the respective perfectly synonymous Arabic SW“ and sy. Be 
unequivocally denotes ‘he shall be lost, wasted (in vain), perish’, ete, tg 


Firm maintainer, as stated earlier, of the thesis that God, through 
the magnificent substitution miracle, spared His Prophet the fate of the — 
crucified person, and did not let Jesus die on the cross, the erudite Koran % 
could not adopt such awkward Arabicized 'Yasii" meaning ‘he shall perish! 


which is already found with Christian Arabophones and had to seek 


(1) Christians unfortunately believe that the four Evangelists wrote their Greek Gos 
under the guidance of the Holy Ghost, who dictated the wording and spelling! This 
is unfortunate because such hallowed Gospels as received still contain so man} 
unforgivable inconsistencies and errors. (is [ . ecbiait” alnamaa 
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we ed form fulfilling the two requirements: being conform 
. we ic word-model (‘wazn') and being conform or nearest 
) we are original meaning of the Hebrew 'Yeétia", Le. ‘he whom 
if” of! - 7“ —holatly enough, the erudite Koran decided to read the 
yf 68 ized ‘Yast ' inversed, i.e. “tisay’ to denote the inverse of 
rae ar bc ‘he shall be saved’. But such inversed “tisay’ does not 
er pers "ne Arabic gos -model, so the magnificent Koran did 
He eg tO se ori nally Arabicized 'Yasii" but its perfectly homonymously 
; were vast ' already mentioned which, inversed, would read “isay’ 
2 yo 005 vga’) Jesus ’, name in the Koran. 
ounce who shall be saved, not the one who shall perish, as 


fo” ne 
y the ° Arabicized by BPs -Koranic Christian Arabophones, 


pre '8 
’ ought ae corrected into “isa', the subtlest of Koran onomastic 
wr the 


ie ation 
A piciz4 ee which is absolutely underivable from any possible Arabic 
yet § oa to be also explained in the Koran by onomastic Synonymy. 


a : quoting God’s Answer to Jesus’s prayers narrated in Luke's, the 
an narrates: 
if “and (remember) when God said: "O ‘tsa (Jesus)! I am 
recuperating you and raise you to Myself and clear you of 
those who disbelieve, and setting those who follow you above 
those who disbelieve until the Day of Resurrection. Then you 
(all) will return to Me and I will judge between you in the 
matters in which you used to dispute.”} 
(Kor. Al ‘Emran (The Household of ‘Emran): 55] 


The original Arabic sentence 'I am recuperating you’ explaining the 
name ‘Jesus’ (he whom God shall save) is 'Enni Motawaffika', meaning 
originally 'I am retaking the whole of you’, from the Arabic triliteral WFY, 
of which the basic notion is to accomplish, a promise, etc., used in the 
doubled reflexive 'tafa“al' (enni motawaffika). It means 'I am getting back 
the whole of you’, i.e. ‘redeeming you’. 

Thus was Koran magnificent Onomastics of the name ee fee one 
whom God saved from his enemies. ; 


» | 
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Interceding before God for those among the riscai 
until the Day of Judgment, those Mdhvehaueaed Tinto of 8 fo 
true ‘Christians’, Jesus will be answering God in the day we cai My 
His Messengers to interrogate them how their respective 6 © will Baty 
reacting to their call: COple have al 

{"And (remember) when God will say (on the 
Resurrection): ‘O ‘tsa (Jesus), son of Maryam (Mees ly of 
you say unto men: Worship me and my mother ph Kee Dig 
besides God?’ ’He will say: ‘Glory be to You! it wal nae’ a 
to say what Ihad no right (to say). Had I said such q daa 
would surely have known it. You know what is in my ‘eel YX 
though I do not know what is in Yours, truly, You, ona 
are the All-Knower of all that is hidden and unseen, Ne i 
I say to them aught except what You (God) did commanitaal 
to say: ‘Worship God, my Lord and yours.' And I was aw al 
over them while I dwelt amongst them, (but) when You too 
me up, You were the Watcher over them, and You are gq Witness 
to all things. If You punish them, they are Your slaves, ang if 
You forgive them, verily You, only You are the All-Mighty, the 
All-Wise .”} [Kor. Al-Miedah (The Table): 116-118} 


Here, the great Prophet Jesus utters, or is rather made to utter, the 
subtlest, most marvelous intercession ever possible in favor of the misguided 
Trinitarian among his followers: He wouldn't say ‘they are Your dee 
(Arabic: “abidok'), 'so, do whatever You want with Your Own creatures, 
but he says; ‘they are Your worshippers’ (Arabic: “ebadok’), as if insinuatin 
that although they blasphemed against Your Oneness, they ere seeking Your 
Face. So madly had they been infatuated by my person that they dared raise 
my humble being unto Your unattainable Self, Omnipotent are You. Wot Id 


You forgive it, O My God, surely You can! 
What was the answer of the Almighty, the Most Wise? He comme 
Jesus's truthfulness, withholding His Answer to his intervention: 


{"God will say: ‘This is a Day on which the truthful will profit — 
from their truth: theirs are Gardens under which rivers iow 
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serait .), they shall abide therein forever. God is pleased 
mpi them and they with Him. That is the great success.”} 


yw 
[Kor. Al-Maedah (The Table): 119] 


row’ ard is reserved for you, Jesus, and for those who believed in 


+h fe vily has preached, but leave the judgment unto the Ultimate 


r yu ¥ 
pty tines the same Koranic Verse: 
sig! 


elongs the dominion of the heavens and the earth 
therein, and He is Able to do all things.”} 


[Kor. Al-Maedah (The Table): 120] 


c 
» "TO God b 
all that is 


‘ 54.3 speaker in the Kone What precision, what eloquence, what 
a9 f speech Glorified, indeed, be He, the Ultimate Sovereign 

-,, Accepter of repentance. Stern in punishment are You, 
e ‘Most Bountiful! Praise be to You, Lord of the Worlds! ; 


QYOAOAO 


LVII. The Evangel 
(Kor. 'Al-Injil') 


BA Dy 


Koranic ‘Al-Injil', the Gospel, is directly Arabicized from Ecclesiastic 
‘Buaggélion’, pronounced ‘Evangelion’, from which comes "The 


reek a 
G ons for such pronunciation are the following: 


pyangel- Reas 
(1) Old pronounced as French ‘u' in ‘rue’, Greek letter ‘u', better 
transliterated ‘y', normally sounds ‘i’. But when preceded by a vowel, 
undiphthongized, such as in the Greek prefix ‘eu’, meaning ‘good’, 
‘proper’; ‘sweetened’, etc. (compare English: eulogy, euphemize, etc.), 
Greek letter 'u' sounds 'v', whence 'ev-' in above ‘evangelion’; and 


(2) Greek doubled ‘gg’ sounds 'ng’ throughout, whence ‘evangelion’ for 
‘eaggélion’. 

Another feature of Greek alphabet which shall prove important in 
our present onomastic note is that Greek alphabet does not possess any 
character for the 'h' sound. In Greek, aspiration, i.e. the 'h’ sound, is only 
possible when initial, never middle nor final; whence, Evangelic 'Abraam' 
fr Hebrew ‘Abraham’. The usual sign for spelling such initial aspiration 
ta Greek word such as ‘hairesis’, English ‘heresy’, is normally a diacritical 
mark (’) placed over the aspirated initial vowel. Asa result, initial aspiration 
an initially aspirated Greek word is totally lost, however, when a prefix is 
‘dded to the word in question, such as ‘ev-' in above ‘evangelion’. 
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Such Greek commendatory intensifier 'ev-’ added to origina} ‘aoe 
in above ‘evangelion’ entitles us to understand the latter in terms i 
good angelion’, or ‘the angelion proper’, no more no less. This Meang MS 
our analytical research should concentrate on Ecclesiastic Greek ‘angel - 
rather than ‘evangelion’. on, 


GHEE 


Inasmuch as 'The Torah’ is the Holy Book of Jews, and 'The Koran 
is the Holy Book of Muslims, 'The Evangel’, or, more commonly, "Tp 
Gospel’ for Anglophones, is the Holy Book of Christians. As g piel 
name, such ‘Evangel’ is conserved in almost all languages nearest to its 
Greek original, i.e. Ecclesiastic ‘Evangelion’. It is ‘Evangelium’ in Latin ata 
German, ‘Evangile’ in French, ‘Evangelo' in Italian, ‘Injil' in the Arabic, ete 
As to English 'Gospel’, contracted from ‘Good Spell’, Old English 'G, d 
+ Spel’, Middle English 'God + Spell’, in the sense of 'good saying’, ‘good 
tale’, 'good story’, etc., it corresponds to earlier Christian attempts to 
understand original Greek ‘evangelion’ in terms of 'good tidings’ or ‘good 
news' (French ‘la Bonne Nouvelle’), where Greek prefix 'ev-' means 'good’, 
and Greek stem 'angelion’ means ‘news' (in the singular sense); whence 
English ‘Gospel’, or French -merely explicative- ‘la Bonne Nouvelle’. In the 
same logic, modern Hebrew translations of Jesus's Book, necessarily based 
on European church authorities, read Hebrew 'Besora’, i.e. 'good news’. It 
will be shown, however, that those who conserved the proper name nearest 
to its Evangelic original, such as German ‘Evangelium’, French 'Evangile, 
Italian ‘Evangelo' and Arabic 'Injil’, have proved less hazardous than those 
who missed the real meaning of the name by hastily translating it into 
English 'Gospel' or Hebrew 'Besora’, i.e. ‘good news’. In fact, both English 
and Hebrew translators spelt their own conception of the name, not the 

proper linguistic meaning of the original, ‘Evangelion’. 

I do not intend, of course, to dispute their understanding of the Greek 
prefix 'ev-', meaning ‘good’ or ‘proper’, which is indeed a perfect translation. 
What I do really intend to disprove is their understanding of the stem 
‘angelion’, which in no case means ‘news’, 'tidings' or the like. Z 


(1) Also playfully taken for 'God’s Story’, i.e. the story of the God Jesus. 


a the Herald The Evangel i 569 


_warness © 
PF ncent Council (325 A.D), until the publication of the present 
od millions of Christians, commoners and scholars alike, 
ynknowing the teal meaning of their Holy Book’s original name 
aber and bY jesus himself, ie, Hebrew 'Haggelyén’, the Clear-Warrant! 
i et 


yr _.ehe Glorious Korat which deciphered such a name about thirteen 
utr but kept hidden until, by Divine Grace, it is now disclosed 
toe’ git of demonstrating the onomastic miracle herein presented, 
” igtians unacquainted with the results of this present research 


continued to die in such ignorance. 
ave 


wo bogs 0 


Nicene Creed, together with its inevitable theorizational 
*catio0Ss was largely, if not completely, responsible for the false 
h ding of originally Evangelic ‘Evangelion’ in terms of 'Good News’ 


~ > 
& 


comP 
gerstan 


icospel: 
of ee to support the impossible thesis that Jesus, after all a fully-fledged 

<?- es gor at least so known all along his brief lifetime on earth, chose 

maserenity to redeem mankind by his premeditated death on the cross by 
P ands of those very humans whom he was specifically sent to redeem, an 
teh muddleheaded theory had to be advanced. Dismissed from Heaven 
4 a disobeyed the Lord by eating from the ‘prohibited tree’, the fallen 
ie, was descended on earth unabsolved”, Wrongly proceeding from the 
preposterous belief that a nonremitted sin remains forever inheritable”, 
the theory-makers argued that Adam as head of the human race helplessly 
continued to bequeath such a guilt with all its consequences of Divine Wrath 
to all '‘Adamites’ (ie. seeds of Adam) descended or to be descended from 
him until the Last Day, all doomed to be born and die bearing such sin; to 
be outcast. There was no way for any human to escape from or expiate for 


(1) Against the Noble Koran absolving Adam after the fall: {Then Adam received from 
his Lord Words. And his Lord pardoned him (accepted his repentance). Verily, He 
is the One Who forgives (accepts repentance), the Most Merciful.} (Kor. Al-Baqarah 
(The Cow): 37] 

_ @ Overruled by the Noble Koran: {No one laden with burdens can bear another's 


burden. And We never punish until We have sent a Messenger (to give warning).} 
(Kor. Al-Esri’ (The Night Journey): 15] cme 


_ OTS EE TE 


Miracle in th 


e Koran 
individual salvation b 
sade : ecause, 


by definition, not ‘commit i Meg 
ed! 
d but 
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such ‘Original Sin’ even for his ov 
the theorizers, such ‘Original Sin was, by 
‘inherited’, As a direct consequence thereof, all humans withoy, a 
il Jesus’s self-immolation on the cross, to die accursed ; ion 

authors of the theory, so loved mankj . 
bsolve those wretched humans fren a thay 
came up a dilemma for the theory. 


sin of their forefather. But here 
ally ‘dosed’ within the Su Ts; 


Divine Justice and Divine Mercy are Acai ns 
y absolve mankind from the Original Sin E> 


Being; He could not freel ie 
inherited from their forefather without forgoing in some sense Hig Eter 
Justice. Divine Justice could not be so lightly waived just to accommodate é 
such generous -although retarded- tale of Divine Mercifulness. Foy Hi 
to be absolved, they had to pay for it of their own blood. In fact, every hum “4 
had to immolate himself in order to obtain one’s own individual Salvation, 
which meant the end of the human species altogether. Conversely, no aif a 
human, or even any multitude of humans, could immolate themselves et 
the whole race; let alone the dismal fact that all such sons of sinners bold 
in their veins the unclean blood of their sinful forefather, unlawful for ay 
e dilemma, so believed the authors of 


continued, unt 
Most Merciful, continued the 
He, at last, took the decision toa 


acceptable immolation. To solve th 
the theory, God (implied: the Holy Trinity composed of the Father, His only 


Son and His Spirit hypostatically united) thought imperative on His Justice. 
Mercy formula to send the 'Son' incarnated in the flesh and blood of Jesus to 
proclaim the ‘Good News' to mankind that he, Jesus, was sent by the Father 
specifically to die on the cross for their own global salvation. They would 
have to shed his Divinely pure, innocent blood with their own hands on the 


cross, eating his flesh and drinking his blood for their own redemption”, 


Such self-immolation theory, the backbone of Trinitarian Christianity 
~ invented to apologize for a ‘god’ letting himself, or rather his own only 


(1) There is nothing particularly ‘awful’ indeed about such sin of eating from the prohibited 
tree, being overshadowed for example by post-Christ legalization of pork prohibited 
for Jews including Jesus himself. 

(2) Later commemorated in the Eucharist with bread and wine for the sake of convenience 
but miraculously transubstantiated into the flesh and blood of Jesus for Catholics and 


Eastern Orthodoxies, 


| 
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4 
he yerwhelmed, ridiculed, degraded, spitted on, whipped and dragged 
oo aring his cross to hee where he had to vaamnectind wage 
Wo wretched ermal om only to justify his wish for their absolution from 
. in of their forefather, while it was much easier for such ‘god’ to absolve 
Pe pimself before he could procreate any of his damned offspring - is 
Aof untenable. This is not only because of the Koranic pre that 
tot had been already absolved in his own lifetime, that Jesus crucifixion 
appened, and that ‘No one laden with burdens can bear another's 
ward n'on the Day of Judgment, where no father will answer for his offspring 
nora son for his father, ah even Jesus will answer for his deviated followers, 
articularly and primarily because such ‘Original Sin’ inheritance had 
en spoken of or even referred to either by Jesus in any of his so-called 
Gospels, or by any of his predecessors, especially Moses, whose 
onfirmed to the letter. In this respect, Moses preached Eternal 
hteous believing in the One True God, observing good and 
the Divine Command, not including of course 
all to slay their own God with their own 


hands for their own salvation. A diabolic enterprise, indeed, not preachable 
by any attested Prophet, let alone by God Himself or God Incarnated. 
How could such extreme nonsense be the cornerstone of Jesus's message 
and the backbone of the Christian faith thought to have been preached by 
Jesus? Granted, however, only for the debate’s sake, that such was indeed the 
cornerstone of the message of Jesus to mankind, why had he concealed it 
from his audience confiding the ‘Good News’ to some of his disciples -so 
to say- entrusting them to proclaim it so forcibly after his departure? Was 
he not the Prophet, or were they? Why did not he cry it out as loud as he 
could making it unmistakably clear that he himself was God Incarnated 

Divine Mission to absolve from Original 


coming from Heaven on a specific 
inherited it from their 


Sin His wretched human creatures who had guiltlessly 
ouflage it, under intricate parables, 


forefather? Why had he to insinuate it, cam: 
allegories and disguised speech admitting of all sorts of interpretations? Was 
itso embarrassing a truth to be told neatly and distinctly, or was it indeed an 


Torah Jesus © 
pliss for the rig 
avoiding evil according to 
that in such pursuit they had first of 


extremely boldfaced unspeakable allegation? 
be ‘retouched’ in the 


Albeit, such hastily formulated 
course of time, at least to solve antilogies arising 


theory had to 
inevitably therefrom. How 
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could all mankind before Jesus, including the righteous, |e alg 

Prophets and Messengers, unexcepting Adam himself, the Pn Cog, 
hereditary sin, have died in their sin, accursed and unabsolved? m SUch 
not. That is, Adam and the righteous after him including C cy dig 


y 10's Pro 
and Messengers were preinformed of the advent of Jesus to Save Phet, 


56-58] Was not Mary herself born in the Original Sin? How ¢g 
himself have taken his flesh and blood from an originally sin 
How could he have absolved his own mother before he himse] 
being? It was done through the sub-theory of the Immaculate 
she was absolved by a miraculous touch from Gabriel the moment sh, 
conceived Jesus. And so on. Such solutions had of course to be based i 
favorable insinuations carefully disguised and carefully ‘inserted’ later into 
the original text. Self-revealing as it is, such and other insertions are all 
made to the benefit of the new creed, such as the epithet 'son of God after 
the name ‘Jesus’ or 'Jesus-Christ' in the preamble of Mark’s Gospel: "The 
beginning of the gospel of Jesus-Christ, the Son of God." [Mark. I: 1], with the 
following annotation "Other ancient authorities omit ‘the Son of God"), 
self-avowedly inserted later. 


EGE 


Although containing several quotations from Jesus-uttered sayings, 
all four adopted Gospels are mere biographies of the master narrating his 
story from the day he was fatherlessly conceived until his live ascension to 
Heaven. The four Evangelists or reputed authors of such Gospels were by 
no means ‘exclusive’ biographers narrating the story of Jesus. Before the 
end of the fourth century (A.D.) when the Trinitarian authority had been 
comfortably established, there had been as many other different Gospels as 
one could imagine -about three hundreds at least- all inconsistent in some 


(1) See, the RSV Interlinear Creek-English New Testament, op. cit., P. 138. 


Aaa 
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P yi: Th a ' 
other with the triumphant Ni 

ens? . ca Church. That is iy os: sae a Wal M ial 

by : to the newly established faith oro Pr ee aay 
ous ; » to burn them or confiscate th 

and ally to commit them to a well-guarded safekeeping inej wes 

vent > of course were t A Pe nae te Vaneae 
apratye SOME > é 00 outrageous to deserve a better desti 

pide 5, no doubt, contained Jesus’s senuj : ‘ sori des 

put others, Avenel § nue teachings, neither altered 

por au mente Fume): olar should indeed lament such irreparable 

5 of those prohibited eg eo capable of throwing much light on Jesus's 
nistoric biography as well as his 'real' teachings. Yet, as a Muslim, I sincerely 

not care to have a es thereupon. The last Divine rectifier of all former 
Jost oF distorted revelations, I mean, the Koran, which confirmed Jesus’s 
prophethood and Messengership from God, had already substantiated the 
whole essential truth about the real Jesus. Anyone born Muslim, or even 
q newly converted Muslim, believer as he is in Koran Divine authorship 
the sufficient proof of which among countless others is the onomastic 
miracle herein presented- would need no other source beyond the Koran 
from which to learn the whole religious truth. The fact that Jesus Christ 
had been an attested Prophet and Messenger of God, as explicitly stated 
in the Koran, is by itself categoric in that Jesus could not have preached 
anything differing from or running counter to that which both Moses and 
Mohammad had to say or teach. This is in addition to the fact that Jesus 
Christ had himself, as we shall soon demonstrate, foretold under Evangelic 
'Paraklétos' and ‘Spirit of Truth’ the culmination of all God’s Prophets and 
Messengers, Mohammad, the sayer of all the truth that would remain to be 
said after Jesus. 

Nevertheless, all we have at hand to discuss and comment are those 
four adopted Gospels of Matthew, Mark, Luke and John, all believed, most 
fortunately for the debate’s sake, by our potential Christian readership 
to have been written as received under the guidance of the Holy Ghost, 
Archangel Gabriel. 

OH 


Due to obsessive errors and flagrant contradictions, much of the 
contents of these four adopted Gospels could by no means have been 
written under the guidance of any Angel of God, let alone the Holy Ghost, 
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simply for the one good reason that God’s Angels, even the Io 


are incapable of errors or inconsistencies, not to ae 
: SIS S, mention Migs an 
from Old Testament or Evangelic mistranslations from origin Te eting 
ally 


Hebrew-Aramaic. This means that at least such contesteq Part of u reg 
Gospels was not Divinely revealed or inspired by any angel, but a Our 
misguiding anti-god or devil. thy, 


Such 'non-Evangelic’ element in the Gospel-content, unauthoritat 
; , cee are ati 

cause intrinsically inauthentic, is obviously unbinding neither op the pe be. 
‘ : : r 

Jesus nor on the respective Evangelist; otherwise, the former should bed zs 

ec ated 


a boldfaced impostor, and the latter, an outright muddleheaded fabler. 


As to the other ‘uncontested’ part in the four adopted Gospels, remaj 
ing after all valid or soundly valid, it could not either be attributed on 
angelic inspiration, because (I) angels and devils could not be simultan, 
co-authors of the one and same volume; and (II) Divine Revelation ig st.; 
reserved for God's Prophets and Messengers, unextending under any form 
after them to their followers or even most intimate disciples, neither to com. 
plete, modify or interpret their teachings, nor to invert the Divine 
Course. Such 'Evangelic' element proper is admittedly attributable to the re. 
spective human author of the respective Gospel, Matthew’s, Mark’, Luke’s or 
John’s, regardless of the ‘real’ identity of the 'real' bearers of such names, 


In this respect, the line of partition of the whole Gospel-content into 
these two elements, the 'Evangelic' and the 'non-Evangelic’, is by no means 
haphazard or selective: It is the borderline between logic and antilogic, 
truth and untruth, and consistent speech and mystification, but with due 
regard to purely linguistic considerations. 

Proceeding from these premises, we come to the solid conclusion 
that such contested ‘non-Evangelic' element in the Gospel-content, 
unattributable to the real author of the respective Gospel, had necessarily 
been posthumously inserted to serve the purpose of authenticating the views 
of the Nicene ‘heresy’ promoters prior to convening the Nicene Council in 
325 A.D. Notable in this regard is indeed the fact that the whole Gospel _ 
content as received includes no reference, even the faintest insinuation 
possibly serving the purpose of deifying Angel Gabriel within the Father 


, 4 
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‘guncil been informed in advance of the future deification 


1 a 
( 
goo ‘ pice” ost in Constantinople I (381 A.D.), they would undoubtedly 


of nse é nature in addition to those already inserted to the credit of 

_, Sonship. But nothing of the sort can be found. Nowhere in 
ygelic’ oF the bart ie elements of the Gospel-content 
“he! t i any xe ference, hint or insinuation warranting Gabriel's inclusion 
. Father-Son formula decreed by Nicene Council (325 A.D.). 
: onius, patriarch of Constantinople, was fully in his right to 
pivine Nature on basis of such ‘already amended’ Gospels 
ting any further ‘mutilation’ after having been officially laid 
ed’ version before the Nicene Council (325 A.D.). 


js, 
{0 h . pivil 
8 gyal 
e'E 


aced 
abrie I's 
we ose adm 
pis gnaliz 
there had to be four and not only one Gospel of Jesus? Why precisely 
articular four Gospels, out of some hundred others, had all alone to 
n to narrate Jesus's true biography reflecting the essentials of the 
faith as received? Why had those four biographies of Jesus to be 
‘sinally written in Greek? Could not such Evangelic ‘tetrad’ include 
4 bagi Gospel originally written in the Hebrew-Aramaic, Jesus’s and 
se fu own vernacular? Was not Jesus, after all, an Israelite? Were 
Beas disciples, first authoritative propagators of Christianity, simple, 
vnedncated Jewish people, inconceivably capable of mastering any foreign 
language beside their own Hebrew-Aramaic vernacular? Why could not 
Jesuss message, unlike both Judaism and Islam, have ONE single original 
yersion in its Prophet's own vernacular? Is not Christianity, as a direct 
consequential thereof, the worst poorly authenticated Divine Message? 


be chosé 
christia? 


Answers to these questions may be found in the following facts: Jesus 
ascended to Heaven ‘undocumented’, ie. leaving behind no concrete 
version of his teachings written in his own vernacular. As a result, the 
disciples and their followers had to transmit the message by word of mouth, 
not in writing, or, had they written anything at all, they ought to have . 


ee YES 10 eSaae ae 
(Sich as those epistles ‘in original Greek New Testament, doubtfully attributed to some 
them beside St. Paul, the mysteriously converted anti-Christ as narrated in the ‘Acts’, 
“puted to have been written by Evangelist Luke, companion and pupil of St. Paul. 
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written it in Hebrew-Aramaic, but this remains a mere unautheng 
hypothesis, because nothing of their original writings in Hebrew. Ar, 
was conserved for future generations. For my own part, I cherish on Phe 
about the absolute honesty and truthfulness of any true disciple .: ul 

whom God quoted in the Koran answering Jesus’s call for helpers; ‘, . 


the 


Divine Cause: 


{Then when Jesus came to know of their disbelief, he sqj " 
"Who will be my helpers in God 's Cause?" The disciples saig. 
"We are the helpers of God; we believe in God, and begy 
witness that we are Muslims (i.e. we submit to God).” Our 
Lord! We believe in what You have sent down, and we follow 
the Messenger [Jesus]; so write us down among those who bear 
witness (to the truth).} 

[Kor. Al ‘Emran (The Household of ‘Emran); 52-53] 


And so it was: They had to witness to the truth revealed to Jesus, But 
circumstances under which they had to preach the message were hardly 
favorable. Jewish clergy who had already attempted on Jesus's life grew after 
his departure more and more enraged against Jesus's avowed followers, and 
the disciples had to teach in relative secrecy. Still under Roman rule, often 
stirred against them by their inveterate antagonists, Palestine, the very 
cradle of Christianity, was no more propitious toward the propagation of 
the message. So, the disciples had to disperse all around over a vast territory 
comprising the whole Near East, Asia Minor and South East Europe, and 
even Rome, all under Roman or Byzantine control, where a ‘deteriorated 
Greek jargon was ‘lingua franca’. They would preach the message to non- 
Hebrew nations, thus contravening the master who interdicted his message 
to gentiles (See, e.g., Matt. XV: 24) but for a doubtful insertion in Matthews 
concluding his Gospel [Matt. XXVIII: 18-20] authorizing them before 
his departure to make disciples ‘of all nations’. A message so transmitted 
from mouth to mouth inevitably in such lingua franca jargon, nd 
allowing for systematic consistent speech in the absence of any authority- 
making written text attributed to the master, could but leave behind 8° 
many differing versions as one could imagine, each reflecting each ones 
own understanding in terms of each one’s own pre-Christian culture, 


os & the Herald ‘The Evangel A sz 
ner 


_ he jigious mysteries and legendry over such vast territory of 
reulp 
-, el heritages: 


of Fan of such horrible multiplicity of narrators, attempts had to be 
, ese matizing the doctrine, in order to make ‘something’ out of 
fot ie the late first century A.D, there had already been some three 
pes sion of Jesus's biography, sayings and teachings, rewritten in 
ay and universally intelligible Greek capable of attracting the 
sot readership all over the decaying empire. As it might be 
“des ine . door was wide open for all sorts of philosophies, mysteries 
Ww acted ei glter in and influence the distorted text; but there was also 
ane jeft for sincere compilers faithful to the genuine doctrine 
earlier propagators of Jesus's teachings. There were also Gospels 
rather ‘rewritten’ for the occasion, to support, for example, the 
no jencies which would take shape as of 325 A.D. onwards, In the 
isiB ag rsion of the ‘Holy Book’ (Old & New Testament)” we read in the 
yatica® a on the New Testament volume in respect of the fourth Gospel 
a ation that it belongs all right to disciple John (the beloved of Jesus) 
ineafl ae it near the end of the first century A.D., specifically to confute 
whe ee against Jesus’s Godship denying the belief that Jesus preexisted his 
ie or to retort ‘claims’ by some disciples of John the Baptist exalting 
fercises over Jesus's disciples”. This proves that at least up to the time 
when such fourth Gospel was written, or rather ‘rewritten’, some ‘good’ 
christians died already unbelieving in Jesus's Godship or Divine Sonship, 
putas firm’ believers in Jesus's Prophethood and Messengership from God. 
It also explains such ‘Evangelic’ suspicious insistence on carefully coined 
quotations from John the Baptist shamefully lowering himself in relation 
to his cousin Jesus, such as in Matthew’s quoting John the Baptist: "I baptize 
you with water for repentance, but he who is coming after me (i.e. Jesus) 
is mightier than I, whose sandals I am not worthy to carry; etc." [Matt. 
Ill: 11], where the underlined sentence ‘whose sandals I am not worthy to 
carry’ I did underline to show, by its superfluous over exaggeration, that it 


() nseesg Book, Old & New Testament, Vatican Arabic version, Beirut, 11 February, 
Q) Thig, 


Ibi : 
id. Annotations on New Testament Volume, p. 496-497. 
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Was just ‘inserted’ to tease John’s disciples whose writings, Unf 
enough, are now lost. It also shows the common factor that gover ately 
triumphant church decision to adopt these particular four Versions ms ; 
Gospel and abandon, harry, burn or confiscate all others, allege dly Sug, 
‘heretic’, was in fact that, in their 'readapted' form, they all fous it ted 
complementary; (II) mutually self-supportive; and, most impo ed 
confirming or heralding the views that later triumphed in 325 A.D. 
Council, But such four adopted Gospels, or rather rewritten 
thereof, had, for their authentication, to be attributed to some g 
making scribes, preferably such as Jesus's own disciples, or 
followers, originally Hebrew people but able to write, astonishin 
plain Greek, the dominant language of the epoch, or translate 
some ‘lost’ Hebrew-Aramaic original. 


HEE 


The first Gospel, supposedly written eight years after the ascension of 
Jesus originally in Hebrew-Aramaic for the benefit of Jews in Palestine) 
belongs to a certain Levi, alias Matthew, a tax-collector counting among the 
twelve disciples according to his own saying in his own version of Jesus’ 
Gospel, now available only in its Greek version. But indeed such ‘lost 
Hebrew-Aramaic original, inexistent as it is, never was, because Matthew, 
as well as Mark, conserved in their respective Gospels certain locutions 
as originally uttered by Jesus in the Hebrew-Aramaic, which they both 
cared to translate into Greek for the benefit of their Greek readership, such 
as "Talita Qiimi' (rise, little girl!) and 'Eli, Eli, lama Sabaqtani’ (My God, 
my God, why hast Thou forsaken me?), as stated earlier; had they been 
writing in Hebrew-Aramaic for Hebrew-Aramaic people, they would not 
have inserted such Greek translation, simply because unneeded by their 
Hebrew-Aramaic compatriots. 


t (In 
Nic 
Versio 
Uthority. 
€ven their 
8 as it ig in 
thereto from 


The second Gospel, supposedly written twelve years after Jesus’s departure 
in Rome by a certain Mark, Peter’s pupil and companion, was thought at 
first to be originally written in Latin for the benefit of the Romans but 
eventually recognized to have been originally written in Greek, and believed 


(1) Ibid., loc. cit., P. 485, ' jenn oe NED 


—2 


: 
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, witr ‘ 
go™ uo peter’s Own Sein in Rome with due consultations of 


ws Gospel written four years earlier“), yet it could not have 


ip pe y 
yee , matthe ould contradict sometimes his source (Matthews). 
tt jo" P ace he wi 
ts “er. Gospel, agreedly written first hand in Greek, it is 
pe 


t atten twenty-four years after Jesus, inspired by both St. Paul 
ose ly ee addressed initially to a Greek person named Theophilus, 
6 pet week physician named Luke, St. Paul’s pupil and companion, 
oe a by the writings of all his predecessors, 
J rofl yor d the most important version from the new creed 
four insistently, but wrongly, attributed to disciple John, the ‘most 
FF i Beas sas repeatedly pues to in the fourth Gospel, who opened 
pelove o wpritten version as follows: "In the beginning was the Word”, and 
ysow? re 4s with God, and the Word was God. He was in the beginning 
ihe ord Ni things were made through him, and without him was not 
with Sate that was made. In him was life, and life was the light of 
iY che light shines in the darkness, and the darkness has not overcome 
men. I: 1-5]. This is as if imitating, but with serious amendments, the 
it sie £ Moses's Torah: “In the beginning, God created the heaven and 
aga " (Gen. I: 1], but undoubtedly expressing himself as only befitting 
the Bs follower of Plotinus, yet unborn, which makes it impossible for 
er self-respecting scholar to take for granted that such ‘opening’ could 
have been written by anyone of Jesus’s true disciples, all inevitably dead 
and buried at least one century before the Alexandrian philosopher's birth, 
unless we admit, against the church, that Jesus could have preached such 
Plotinus’ philosophy, or could have been the forerunner of Neoplatonism 
ystematized by Plotinus. But the crude fact is that the fourth Evangelist 
himself concludes his Gospel as follows: "This is the disciple who is bearing 
witness to these things, and who has written these things; and we know 
that his testimony is true. But there are also other things which Jesus did; 
were every one of them to be written, I suppose that the world itself could 


oke 


(1) Ibid, loc, cit., P. 492. 


©) Ibid, loc. ct, P. 493, ; 2 


3 i ; 
Cree logos, for ‘intellect’, or second person in Plotinus’ triad, the ‘Son’ in Trinitarian 


eo) .eoeus ah, 
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not contain the books that could be written." [John. XXI: 249 
categoric in that the fourth Evangelist, whosoever be he, + 5 
John himself, but inevitably some unknown person authent “iScip, 
own compilation by testifying to the truthfulness of his source The 8 hig 
Gospel was uncontestedly first hand compiled in the Greek ie Ourg, 


Fortunately enough, however, inasmuch as this fourth Gospe| 
cornerstone of the Nicene creed promoters, it is also, Curious ag ss, 
most cogent proof that all available versions of Jesus’s Gospel ha the 
altered to support the views of the new creed promoters, been 


That is what I am now going to demonstrate. 
GHG 


In line with the concluding Verse in the fourth Gospel, testifying to th 
truthfulness of the "finalizer’s" original source, these four versions of jae 
Gospel were no doubt based on four respective originals first Written in 
the Hebrew-Aramaic by the person named, except for Luke’s Which was 
written first hand in Greek by the Greek physician Luke, but undoubtedly 

based on formerly written material, or documented hearsays, just ag spelt 
out in the preamble to his Gospel: "Inasmuch as many have undertaken to 
compile a narrative of the things which have been accomplished among 
us just as they were delivered to us by those who were eye-witnesses and 
ministers of the word, it seemed good to me also, having followed all 
things closely for some time past, to write an orderly account for you, most 
excellent Theophilus, that you may know the truth concerning the things 
of which you have been informed." [Luke. I: 1-4]. None of these four books 
bears a ‘heading’ referring to its contents, such as "The Gospel by ..., etc., 
but rather the word 'Gospel' is implied throughout. We have instead of 
title the following abrupt Greek heading: KATA MATHTHAION, KATA 
MARKON, KATA LOYKAN or KATA IOANNEN, that is, ‘According '@ 
Matthew’, ‘According to Mark’, ‘According to Luke’ and ‘According to John 
respectively. Such abrupt heading could not of course be the same used by 
the original author, but rather by the respective 'finalizer’, authenticati"é 
himself by such reference to his source. : 
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, 1 cacti authorities” that the fourth Gospel as received 


f ; pelier® oa the end of the first century A.D, specifically to affirm 

‘ail 4 hip i the face of ‘heresies’ denying the man Jesus any such 
vf 4, GOO" expect from the fourth Evangelist to keep with his self- 
a ye va :|| through his ‘Gospel’. However, it is curious enough to 


ed author of the fourth Evangel often betrays his own cause 


i ner rr purpose he set for himself, ie. demonstrating Jesus's 
ce , extent that a neutral reader could not fail to ascertain, 
7 4shiP>  einkabe doubt, that the author of the whole volume bearing 
“ nt se was DY 20 means one and the same person, or that there was in 
nn na ait homonyms separated in time and place bearing the name 


at Je contributed to the text as received: The real ‘John’, supposedly 
yon? who © ohn, belov ‘ed of Jesus, and another later pseudonym of his, mutually 
gisoP eJ° against each other, or contradicting each other. How, for instance, 

e imagine for a second that the author of such solemn declaration 
> ip in respect of Jesus, spoken of as the Word, in such grandiose 
0 Go aie of John’s: "In the beginning was the Word, and the Word was with 
pream and the Word was God." [John. I: 1], was himself the same person 
d Jesus addressing the Lord in such precise terms: "And this is 
that they know Thee, the Only True God, and (to know) Jesus- 
Thou hast sent." [John. XVII: 3]? 


who 4 hae 
ete ernal life, 
christ whom 

This means that the fourth Evangelist, indeed as well as his other 
<o-Evangelists, neither recopied their respective original Gospel nor 
iid they redraft it in its entirety, but rather contented themselves with 
jome ‘meaningful’ insertions of their own to authenticate their own 
misconceptions concerning the Prophet human Jesus. 


Translating into Greek or rather writing first-hand in the Greek language 
undoubtedly for a Grecophone reader in the absence of any authority- 
making original text in Jesus’s own vernacular, comfortably availed them 
whenever possible of the chance to choose, for a double-meaning Hebrew- 
Aramaic word or locution, the Greek equivalent of the very meaning 
suiting their own purposes, although impossible within the given text, fully 


(1) Ibid., loc, cit., pp. 496-497. < a 1k eee 


EE a 
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assured that discovering such 'play on words' was beyond the reach 
non-Hebrew person. fg 
Examples of such ‘insertions’ and ‘play on words' are indeeg 
in all four Gospels, but rather culminant in John’s, SPecifically aching 
avowedly written, in fact rewritten, to defend their own Jean and Self 
Godship or Divine Sonship in the face of so-called imminent Claim to 
denying such blasphemous claim, impossible at least in respect of Je Tesigg 
attested great Prophet, whom 'God has = : The real ‘heresy’ tes Ss the 
theirs: Deifying the man Jesus against ian s Torahand againstJesusy. a 
who confirmed it to the letter. But accusations and counter-accusag 
heresy were too commonplace, and too boldfaced, for a neutral obse Y 
distinguish the heretical from the orthodox, since debaters, on etna 3 
ceased to invoke the sole criterion of’ religious truth: "God jg One Side, 
is God but He", stated by Jesus himself in confirmation of Moses's Ai 
which they lost of sight under the pretence that Jesus brought in é Tor 
testament overruling the 'Old' one, a saying which might hold true, ifey 
only in respect of ‘details' and ‘morals’, absolutely unextending to the b - 
dogma in any monotheistic faith. Had the real Jesus, God forbid, or a 
Prophet before or after him, uttered or even insinuated such awful — 
deifying blasphemy, he would deservedly have been the worst ‘heresiarchy 
in the whole history of religion. Even the fourth Evangelist knew it no 
true believer would swallow such blasphemy. Quoting the words he put in 
Jesus’s mouth to establish the ‘Eucharist’ in reminiscence of a Dionysian 
mysterious rite where frantic celebrants used to eat and drink the flesh ang 
blood of their ox-god, the fourth Evangelist wrote: "So Jesus said to them, 
‘Truly, truly, I say to you, unless you eat the flesh of the Son of man and 
drink his blood, you have no life in you; he who eats my flesh and drinks 
my blood has eternal life, and I will raise him up at the Last Day. For my 
flesh is food indeed, and my blood is drink indeed, He who eats my flesh 
and drinks my blood abides in me, and I in him. As the living Father sent 
me, and I live because of the Father, so he who eats me will live because 
of me. This is the bread which came down from Heaven, not such as the 
fathers ate and died; he who eats this bread will live for ever’. This he said 
in the synagogue, as he taught in Capernaum. Many of his disciples, when 
they heard it, said, "This is a hard saying, who can listen to it?’. But Jesus 


tae 


Ns of 
Ver to 
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gurness 

ui me ™ _self that his disciples murmured at it, said to them, ‘Do you 
@ ind in m  ehiet ‘Then what if you were to see the Son of man ascending 
se . pefore? It is the spirit that gives life, the flesh is of no avail; 

is Satis spoken to you are spirit and life, But there are some of 
per ds | it believe’. For Jesus knew from the first who those were that 
0 oi and who it was that should betray him. And he said, "This 
100 that no one can conte to me unless it is granted him by 
wh ‘ ater this many of his disciples drew back and no longer went 
ie atl we (John. VI: ela! Here, the pseudonym’ John recognizes 
out norrible saying which he made Jesus to utter was hard enough for 
st oH ciples even to listen to it. So, he, pseudonym John, attenuates it 
it that Jesus Was speaking of spirit and life, not of flesh which was 
by addin 11. i.e. by eating and drinking his flesh and blood Jesus meant in 
of 00 aot his teachings and morals, crowned by the belief in his future 
ct acceP the cross for the salvation of mankind who had first to slay him 
geath 0” m exactly as in the Dionysian rite, and to commemorate the event 


thi 
and ea by consuming consecrated bread and wine in the ‘Eucharist’. 
there 


guch was not only a ‘hard saying’ as pseudonym John rightly prefigured, 
putin fact a gross blasphemy unutterable by any attested Prophet, nor even 
pyany sane impostor knowing that, by so doing, he risked to be slain on the 
spot, if not burned alive, by those ‘fanatic’ monotheists of Jesus's audience. 
He, pseudonym John, even concludes by commenting that ‘after this, many 
ofhis disciples drew back and no longer went about with him’, which is an 
outright confession that at least many of Jesus’s own disciples shared not the 
belief in Jesus being ‘eaten and drunk’ by his own followers, not including 
of course his own person, pseudonym disciple John, beloved of Jesus. 


Nevertheless, why had ‘Evangelic’ Jesus always to express himself in 
such roundabout, twisted, evasive manner whenever he had to talk about 
the 'New’ dogma he brought in; that he was God Himself, or Son of the 
Father, only decipherable by some of his ‘intimate! disciples after his depar- 
iv could not he say clearly and publicly; 'I am your God' (Heb, 'ben 
sea ani’, or Aram. ‘ben Elahkén ana’)? Was he afraid of the violent 
et of the public to whom such utterance would have been shockingly 

ént, or was he indeed ashamed of it? Was not it in fact, as alleged, the 


a )f 
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center of all his teachings? Why could not he then cry it out on th 


‘My poor creatures, your salvation is now accomplished because . CtOg5, 


indeed crucified your own God’, instead of groaning in despair. 3 ave 


my God, why hast Thou forsaken me?’ as narrated in Matthew's 
we always told that whenever 'Evangelic’ Jesus attempted to insinuate, ate 
so-called 'Godship’, his Jewish audience was immediately Stirred ao.. is 
him, to kill him for such blasphemy intolerable by any genuine follow, 
Moses's first dogma: "Listen, O Israel! Our Lord God is One God," ae 
VI: 4]? But, instead of facing the irritated crowd, 'Evangelic' Jesus meet 
run away for his life, or to excuse himself using subtle maneuvers Of saat 
or quoting from the Jewish Bible passages carefully selected by the Pin 
gelic scribe to justify the blasphemy ‘his' Jesus just uttered. In this Me. 
Biblical scribes’ loose language was, as expected, of great help. The follow 
ing two examples are self-evident: ; 
1) The fourth Evangelist quotes Jesus saying to his Israelite audience; "y 
and the Father are one." [John. X: 30]. From this the Jews immediately 


understood that by ‘the Father’ he, 'Evangelic’ Jesus, literally Meant 
'God', so they took up stones to stone him, but he asked them why 
would they stone him, and they answered: "We stone you for no good 
work but for blasphemy; because you, being a man, make yourself 
God." [John. X: 33]. Here, the fourth Evangelist recognized, in Passing, 
that (I) the term ‘Father’ for Hebrew-speaking people literally means 
‘God’, and that (II) for Jews, identifying oneself with God is a gross 
blasphemy, intolerable by Moses's followers. So, ‘Evangelic’ Jesus 
could not affirm his saying that 'he and God are one’, but rather tried 
to retract it, or euphemize it, thus saying: "Is it not written in your law 
(Greek: ‘nomos’) 'I said you are gods’? If he called them gods to whom 
the Word of God came and scripture cannot be broken, do you say of 
him (meaning himself) whom the Father consecrated and sent into 
the world, 'You are blaspheming' because I said, 'lam the son ofGod?” 
[John. X: 34-36); and: "If I am not doing the works of my Father, then 
do not believe me; but if I do them, even though you do not believemé 
believe the works, that you may know and understand that the Father 
is in me and I am in the Father." [John. X: 37-38]; he is simply in the 
Father and the Father is in him. But the maneuver failed to convine® 
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yld 4 follower of Moses, the great miracle-player, swallow a 
Ho" " Godship based on miracle-playing however great? Having 
jai * yever, that his play on words, i.e. his aforesaid quotation 
ee rewish Bible, was of no avail, he had no other alternative 
fo ; va away for his life: "Again they tried to arrest him, but he 


{¢ 


ian *, from their hands." [John. X: 39]. The player on words was 
sc " ehe author of such Evangelic passage. He was just making a 
jn dee? nis Greek readership by quoting Jesus saying: "Is it not written 
foo! of ay (Greek ‘nomos ) ‘I said you are gods'?", The quotation he 
in Paid xed from the Jewish Bible to justify Jesus's saying "I and the 
pus i (i.e. God) are one", was not from the Jewish Law, Evangelic 
ae es. as he did put in Jesus’s mouth. Such Greek ‘nomos' is 
ty reserved for Moses's Torah, never extended thereafter. In fact, 
$ 


ch quotation is taken from Davids Book of Psalms, precisely from 
Ds [XXXII 6] which, moreevss is absolutely not David's, but by its 
yery title, ‘mizmor le-Asaf’, i.e. ? Peaue of Asaph, is unambiguously 
attributed to the man Asaph, chief-singer in David’s court, whence, 
the whole psalm is absolutely not authority-making in any serious 
debate. The locution quoted stands in the original Hebrew as follows: 
ini amarti elohim attem wu-bené ‘elyén kollekem; lit., 'I have said, 
Ye are gods; and all of you are children of the most high’; it is said by 
God to judges’, inciting them to do justice rightly: "How long will ye 
judge unjustly, and accept the persons of the wicked? Selah. Defend 
the poor and the fatherless; do justice to the afflicted and needy. 
Deliver the poor and needy; rid them out of the hand of the wicked. 
They know not, neither will they understand; all the foundations of 
the earth are out of course. I have said, Ye are gods: and all of you — 
are children of the most high. But ye shall die like men, and fall like 
the one of the princes, Arise, O God, judge the earth, for Thou shalt 
inherit all nations." [Ps. LXXXII: 2-8]. Here, those ‘gods’ or ‘judges’, 
are not ‘exalted’ but rather ‘reprimanded’ by God proper, for the 
injustice they do in the land, while they are entrusted to enforce the 
Divine Law enacted in the Torah; those who enforce the Divine Law 
are inspired by God, whence, in some sense ‘Divine’, no more no 
less, Naming them ‘gods’, non-capitalized, is by all means a current 
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Hebrew metaphor, known to any Hebrew Speaking 
has nothing to do with 'Godship' proper, the same ag be ‘ty 
‘children of the most high’, i.e. His pupils, non entitled vas ling then 
‘Divine Sonship’, as boldly assumed by all four Evangelig 7 lain 
Sts in» ‘ 6 


of Jesus, Prophet and Messenger of God, no more no lege " e 
* Aa 


‘reprimand’ for their misdemeanor unbefitting a ‘Divine’ ber Such, 
the quotation is improper, and totally out of place, but > Cing 4 
Evangelist counted on his Grecophone readership’s ignorane fours 

Jewish Bible, as well as of current Hebraisms in the time of Dang e 


2) Denying that he was descended from David -againgt the Jer 
legend that the Messiah promised to deliver and save the ete 

of Israel should’ be ‘son of David'- Jesus, we are told, dite Ten 
Pharisees: "What do you think of the Christ, whose son is he? mi 
said to him, 'The son of David’. He said to them, 'How is it then th 
David, inspired by the Spirit, calls him Lord, saying, 'The Lord aa 

to my Lord, sit at my right hand, till I put thy enemies under th 
feet?’ If David calls him Lord, how is he his son?" [Matt. Xxq]. 4). 45} 
The same is repeated with more or less the same wording in [Mark 
XII: 35-37], and in [Luke. XX: 41-44], but nowhere in John’s, It was 
quite legitimate of Jesus, no doubt, to deny his descent from any man, 
David or else, since he was fatherlessly conceived by Virgin M; 
after whom he was rightly named ‘Jesus son of Mary’, having himself 
for parentship neither father nor mother except her. Eager, however, 
to prove that Jesus accomplished the Jewish legend concerning the 
Messiah son of David, disciple Matthew, the reputed author of the 
first Gospel, argues against his master’s above-mentioned categoric 
denial written by Matthew himself, that Jesus was son of David 
all over his Gospel which he begins as follows: "The book of the 
genealogy of Jesus-Christ, the son of David, the son of Abraham." 
[Matt. I: 1]. But, knowing that there was no possible genealogical link 
between the fatherless Jesus and his prophesied forefather, David: 
Matthew manages to assert that such link existed all right, at least in 
some sense, through ‘Judahite' Joseph, Mary’s fiancé and ‘adoptive 
father’ of Jesus, after whom Jesus used to be called, as supposed, Jesus 
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nines “ 


vf aie enh son of Heli [cf Luke. II: 23], Curious it is indeed to 


in passing, that both Evangelists cared so much for the 
atic’ plis ace of the Jewish legend in the person of Jesus“, even to 
om ‘iment of Jesus's virginal birth from Mary, thus exposed to be 
she det ad through such suspicious ‘link’ to David through Mary's 
eso alone Jesus’ denial of such genealogical link. However, and 
me ‘portant Matthew and his co-Evangelists, possibly copying 
mor” ch other, were not honest in their Greek translation of the 
from » they put in Jesus's mouth quoting David's [Ps, CX: 1]: "The 
passab maid to MY Lord" which reads in original Hebrew: ‘neds Yehwa 
ord § jit., ‘statement (by) Yehwa to my master’, where Hebrew 
yao» ans ‘statement’, 'Yehwa' for 'God’, and ‘ladoni’ means ‘to my 
ter’ foc 'adén' meaning ‘master’ or our modern ‘mister’, with 
om prepositive ‘| for English 'to', and postpositive ‘i’ for English 
y 1), As to Hebrew ‘Yehwa’, literally, 'He is He’, it is contracted from 
aa + Was originally 'yeho + hawa' ®), lit., 'He is He Who was’, i.e. 
ee the Eternal. Unknown before Moses [cf. Ex. VI: 1-3], 'Yehwa’ 
; the most ineffably sacred of God’s Names, invariably restricted to 

i A alone, unlike Hebrew ‘Elohim’, equally applying to ‘false gods' or 
\dols'; it is nearest, in my opinion, but against Arab lexicographers™, 
fo Muslims’ Koranic ‘Allah’, standing in my opinion for ‘alladi hua’, 
lit, ‘He Who is He. Whence, Hebrew Yehwa’', in above Hebrew 
‘neds Yehwa ladoni’, ought to be rendered into Greek 'Theos', God, 
not Greek ‘kurios’, master, not innocently euphemized in the English 
yersion into ‘the Lord’. Equally curious, Hebrew ‘adén’, master, ought 
not to be rendered into same Greek 'kurios', identifying the speaker, 


(1) Itis thought important, however, to establish Jesus as 'deliverer' of Israel according to 


the Messianic legend, later extended to mean ‘deliverer of mankind’. 


(2) For the meaning and etymology of Hebrew ‘Yehwa’, see, under root HWA, The 


Analytical Hebrew & Chaldee Lexicon, op. cit., P. 171. 


(3) In the Arabic Lexicon, Arabic ‘Allah’ is analyzed as contracted from 'Al-’, the definite 


article, and 'Elah’, ‘god’, to mean 'the God’, i.e. God proper, which is not too good, since 
Koranic ‘Allah’ (Arabic ‘Allahu' in the nominative) is restricted to 'God' Himself, non- 
extending to false 'gods’, e.g., the god Amon of ancient Egyptians, and the like. 


(4) Pronounced ‘Allahu' in the nominative, Koranic ‘Allah’ admits of the following 


scholarly analysis: ‘al’ for ‘alladi' + hua’ uttered ‘hu’, meaning 'Who (is) He’. 


ja 


‘Yehwa’', with the addressee, the Messiah, Jesus, which is 
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‘ i 2 Preposter, 
but profitable to the Nicene Creed peatuotere, identifying the 'p Us, 
with the ‘Son’ through ‘hypostatic union’, So, both SPeake er' 
addressee are given the same epithet, 'the Lord’ and my iii: and 
for David to have said: 'God said to my God’, or 'the Master mM if 
my Master’, thus provoking, we are told, Jesus’s wonder: Ho Ws to 
David call his own son ‘my Lord’? Such argument unWatrann. 
attributed to Jesus is, however, a false One, not only in terms of edly 
linguistics, but rather, and Particularly, in terms of Hebrewity pbs, 
is, being a genuine Hebrew, Jesus ought to have uttered such Wotatig, 

, ve n 


the Lord said to my Lord’; he ought not to misunderstan 
Yehwa' for Hebrew ‘adén', so as to wonder how coy] dD 


) 
the Banga W589 


ge the Herald 


a™ sions and play on words, all over ‘their’ four Gospels, to suit 
\ ota Here, even David ‘deified’ Jesus, David’s own Lord! 


om i84 es! 
jv a surPps 


ba as 


we are told, specifically to establish Jesus’s Godhood in the 
site atical opposers denying it, the fourth Evangel attributed to 
10 ‘pet peloved of Jesus, contains many examples to the contrary of 
pe oe ohn, “sci author's self-avowed plan, ie. contrary to the purpose 
Ve peony <ul alleged Godhood of Jesus, such as quoting Jesus 
of establs God: “And this is eternal life, that they know Thee, the Only 
. jie on q (to know) Jesus-Christ whom Thou hast sent." [John. XVII: 
que es contrary to the wrong belief that Jesus, in person, was himself 
1 gnd é ‘ed, ridiculed and dragged by the neck to the site where he was 
reste ae d, we read in John’s quoting Jesus the moment just before 
ucifie ye came to take him: "Father, the hour has come; glorify Thy 
the ie son may glorify Thee, since Thou hast given him power over 
son Be to give eternal life to all whom Thou hast given him. And this is 
all ssh life that they know Thee, the Only True God, and (to know) Jesus- 
eter . he Thou didst send." [John. XVII: 1-3]. By ‘the hour has come’, | 
oe dently and indisputably meant the hour of his imminent arrest.Since 
there was 10 glory at all in being arrested, he asked for the 'miracle of 4 
substitution’ with which God glorified him as promised both in David's 
psalm CX (4. v.), and through the Angel who came to strengthen him in 
his prayers for rescue as narrated in Luke’s [Luke. XXII: 43], commented — 
on in our previous onomastic note on the name ‘Jesus’ (q. v.). By ‘eternal 
lif’, he meant ‘eternal Bliss in the Hereafter’, reserved only for those of his 
followers who believed in the One True God, and in Jesus by Him sent, 
which excludes all future Trinitarian Christians, worshippers of Jesus and _ 
Gabriel beside ‘the Only True God’. Interesting as it is, we read in Lukes, _ 
in passing, the correct translation of Hebrew-Aramaic ‘Bar’ in respect of 


$ 


ain. nebe lain sani 
() The English version of David's psalm CX is fully reproduced in our or m 


‘Jesus’, is 
tera Rk: 


| [a # 
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‘ i ireek ‘ekl oo ee 
Jesus, which ought to be translated into Gr klektos', i.e, the hogs 
nh. 


one’, not ‘uios', ie. the Son: "And the people stood by, watching. ts 
ed others; let him saye himself the 
> if he 


rulers scoffed at him, saying, 'He sav’ 
is the Christ of God, His Chosen-One' (Greek 'eklektos')," [Luke, x 
35]. Here the Hebrew-Aramaic ‘Bar’ doubly means both ‘son’ and ‘des 1 
by saying ‘if he is the Christ of God, His Chosen-One'. The scoffing won 
undoubtedly repeated Jesus’s own words concerning himself, or quoted - 
followers calling him so. In the Aramaic, ‘the chosen-one of God’, ig lteraly 
'‘Bar-Abba’, ‘Chosen of the Lord’, not ‘Son of the Father’, a Mistranslatj y 
accommodating Nicene Council's ‘Father-Son' formula, blasphemous my 
is in respect of God, incapable by definition of begetting ‘young Bods’ of 
His own, Such 'Bar-Abba’, Evangelic 'Barabbas'’, was indeed an Aramaic 
proper name given to the man which Pilate released in return for ‘Jesus’, the 
one seen crucified. The fact that such man 'Barabbas', Aramaic ‘Bar- Abba! 
confused for ‘son of the Lord' or ‘son of the Father’, i.e. 'son of God’, Bork 
such birth-name ‘Bar-Abbi’, is categoric in that Barabbas’ father, as well as 
the whole Hebrew-Aramaic community in the time of Jesus, construed such 
name ‘Bar-Abba' not in terms of ‘son of God' but rather in terms of ‘chosen 
of the Lord’. Or else, against the Evangelic self-contradictory account, he 
would not have been ‘released’, but ‘crucified’ at the side of ‘Jesus’ whose 
chief guilt, we are told, was that he called himself 'son of God’, Aramaic 


‘Bar-Abba’, paradoxically enough the direct homonym of the one released, 


Even in the grandiose preamble to the fourth Gospel, avowedly written 
as we are told specifically to establish Jesus’s alleged Godhood in the teeth 
of ‘heretical’ opposers, we read: "But to all who received him (Jesus), who 
believed in his name, he gave power to become children of God, who 
were born, not of blood nor of the will of the flesh nor of the will of man, 
but of God." [John. I: 12-13]. This explicitly means, at least according to 
the fourth Evangelist, that divine sonship in respect of Jesus was a sheer 

poetic metaphor, since all believers, beside him, had an equal right thereto, 
to become equal sons of God, which ipso facto deprives Jesus of his 


(1) Incapable of nonsense is indeed the Omnipotent. John, the Pseudonym, leaves 0° 
room for taking such ‘sonship' as spiritual or figurative, but rather insists that God 
gave His own ‘engendered’ son (See, Greek text, John. III: 16, e.g.)- "7 oe 


: 


| 
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gt, 1 
oo _s title, the only son of God or, according to the original Greek 
6 cenes tou Theou' (the only begotten of God), against Koran 
st ore declaration of monotheism: 
i ific® ” : 
pi (0 Mohammad): "He is God, (the) One. God, the Eternal, 
(say ute; He begets not, nor was He begotten; and there is 


I 
an <o-equal or comparable unto Hitn,"} 
no 


py’ 


[Kor. Al-Eklas (Faithfulness): 1-4] 


seldom indeed did Evangelic Jesus referred to himself as being 
of God’ non-innocently misconstrued Aramaic ‘Bar-Abba’, but 
ve ways he referred to himself in those Greek Gospels as being ‘son 
st i aramaic ‘Bar- Anaésa’, translated into Greek ‘uios tou anthropou’, 
ae ‘Ben-Adam’, ie. an Adamite, son of Adam, not son of God. In 
rd, the Koran states: 


yery 
the 
0 

of 
put Hed 
this t8* 
verily, the likeness of Jesus before God is the likeness of 
Adam. He created him from dust, then (He) said to him: "Be!”, 
and he was. "} (Kor. Al ‘Emran (The Household of ‘Emran): 59] 


whence, at least in terms of pure logic binding on every human mind, 
identifying the son of man, or rather son of Adam, with the son of God, 
is categorically impossible, unless we absurdly concede that Adam was 
himself God, or at least ‘first-born’ son of God, as written by Luke [Luke. 
II: 28 et seq.]. But the Greek physician could not perceive that Hebrew, 
and Aramaic, BNA, from which Hebrew and Aramaic ‘Ben’, i.e. ‘son’, also 
means to ‘establish, build up, make’, etc., equally and by extension, to 
‘belong to’, etc., from which, e.g., 'Ben-Hayl’, son of strength, in the sense 
ofa warrior’. Had he grasped it, he as well as his co-Evangelists would have 
never uttered 'son of God' in respect of Jesus, but rather, and, at most, ‘the 
divine-one’ in the sense of ‘saint’ or ‘holy-one'. But such loose language 
always profited later Trinitarian theologians who had to ‘explain’ why the 
man Jesus, himself God, could have prayed 'God' for rescue, or be terrified 
at the approach of his ‘hour’: Having thought that glaring antilogies could 
besolved through plain sophistry, they said against ‘heretical’ monophysites 
that Jesus, both son of man and son of God, was possessed of two distinct 
“tures in him: human and divine. But the self-raised dilemma that Jesus 


592 | The Onomastic Miracle in the Koran 
bore the Evangelic title 'the only son of God' while Adam was calleg : 
—— ' > eter i nese ‘ S ir 

born son of God' hac o be stealthily passed over, simply he " 

i i a 

possible solution. Use 
one example, already stated in our — 
ast; 


y.), most fortunately conserved for us the st 
: 8 

linen cloth, of great help in the reconstituy,, 

hrough which God, favorably answering br 

is 


Prophet Jesus’ prayers, passed the ‘cup’ from Jesus to his betrayer "jugay 
according to David's psalm CX, confirmed by the Koran. _ 
sciple Matthew, the reputed author of the first Gospe| 
ld, of all other three Gospels preaching Jesus's divine 
- who counted himself among the twelve 
din the Biblical heritage, very fond indeed 
of substantiating every statement concerning Jesus with an appropriate 
ected from the Jewish Bible, failed to remember Moses’, 
ronomy: “And if a man have committed a sin worthy 
o be put to death, and thou hang him on a tree" his 
body shall not remain all night on the tree, but thou shalt in any wise bury 
him that day; for he that is hanged is accursed of God." [Deut. XXI: 22-23}, 
How could not such Biblical scholar, pseudo-disciple Matthew, comment 
on Jesus's death on the cross according to his account with words such as 
‘all this took place to fulfill what the Lord had spoken by the Prophet that 
a hanged person is accursed of God’, in like manner as he commented on 
Jesus’s seedless conception: "All this took place to fulfill what the Lord had 
spoken by the Prophet, behold, a virgin shall conceive and bear a baby and 
his name shall be called Emmanuel." [Matt. I: 22-23]? Had he remembered 
it, he would not have thought a second that the dead-man on the cross was 
himself Jesus, blessed of God, but rather his betrayer, accursed of God, Judas 
Iscariot. Yet, for my own part, I am inclined to state that pseudo-disciple 
Matthew was quite aware all the time of such quotation from Moses's 
ee as ayy - is accursed of God, but he was equally 
ripen eee en vies to it could undermite his own thesis 
oss for the salvation of mankind. In other 


1 inevitably t 


beyond any 
The ‘real’ Mark, for only 
note on the name ‘Jesus’ (q. 
of the ‘half-naked’ person in 
of the substitution-miracle t 


i 


Again, pseudo-di 
-the basis, we are to 
sonship and death on the cross 
whence a genuine Hebrew verse 


Verse carefully sel 
saying in the Deute 
of death, and he be t 


(1) Original Hebrew "al-@s' meaning both ‘on a tree’ and ‘on a wood’, such asa ‘cross’. 4 
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vw a __gisciple Matthew was not at all innocent in keeping such 

. oscue° elf. But it seems, however, that some earlier antagonists 
j a 4 fk new diligent pupil, used such quotation in their counter- 
go" pa! NV — which the most clever pupil, equal to his master in 
"(St sentatiO ” ai but much more educated in Greek sophistry, boldly 
sor sch’? tle to the Galatians: "Christ redeemed us from the curse 
pine 4i pb is ie b ecome a curse for us, for it is written, ‘Cursed every one 
@ jaw O°" tree.” [Ga- HI: 13]. This is in reference to the curse which 


if fe pangs ° Ve through his dying on the cross as it was part of the deal: 
ah cific’ ~ cursed, for us to be blessed! 


es __ ost important trace in the fourth Gospel pointing to the ‘real’ 
yet> the’ "put not appearing in any other adopted Gospel, was indeed 
is apie Jo" me of the last-coming Prophet, Mohammad, the culmination 


we Pm .. prophets and Messengers, God bless them all, thus confirming 
ofall a 4 vears ahead of Mohammad, the magnificent Koran: 

ec) 
six bun 


And ( remember) when Jesus, son of Maryam (Mary), said: 
"9 Children of Israel! I 7 the Messenger of God unto you 
confirming the Torah [which came] before me, and giving glad 
dings of 4 Messenger to come after me, whose name shall be 
Ahmad. But when he (Ahmad i.e. Mohammad) came to them 
with clear proofs, they said: "This is plain magic."} 

(Kor. As-Saff (The Ranks): 6] 


Itshould be recalled onceagain that the so-called John’s Gospelas received 
was categorically not, at least not wholly, compiled by disciple John, beloved 
of Jesus, but rather ‘finalized’ later by an unknown pseudonymous scribe 
several years after disciple John’s death. This is clear from a concluding 
passage in the fourth Evangel: "And after this he (Jesus) said to him (to 
Peter), Follow me! Peter turned and saw following them (Jesus and Peter) 
the disciple whom Jesus loved (John), who had lain close to his breast at 
the supper and had said, Who is that is going to betray you? When Peter 
saw him, he said to Jesus, Lord, what about this man? Jesus said to him 
(to Peter), If it is my will that he remain until I come (in Jesus’s second 
coming near the end of the world), what is that to you? Follow me! The — 
‘aying spread abroad among the brethren (the disciples) that this disciple 


eoOOE”—h—llt—O 


oran 

say to him that he was not to die, i 
til I come, what is that to you?" [John 
ent by the finalizing scribe yet Jesus did not re 
t to die’ could not be written except after a 
at John’s death some years afles 
If it is my will that he (John) 
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yet Jesus did not 


was not to die; 
emain un 


If it is my will that he r 

XXI; 19-23]. Such comm 

é ») 

him that he (John) was ne an 

effective death, apologetically to explain t ' 

; ihe 

Jesus's ascension was not against Jesuss saying, 
remain until I come, etc. 

y which to identify traces of the ‘tea 


to the infallible criterion b itpieees 
ange fourth Evangel, indeed of the respective real’ author in ajj 


four adopted Gospels, it is quite simp a To illustrate, any saying by Jesug 
found to be glaringly irreconcilable with the self-avowed DUrpose of the 
pseudonymous author establishing, OF insinuating to, Jesuss sharing its 
the Godhood of the ‘Father’, or identifying Jesus with God, such as "And 
the Word (Jesus) was God." [John. I; 1], is ipso facto a trace of the ‘real’ 
author of the respective Gospel, which the pseudonymous scribe, in his 
hasty ‘finalization’, left behind, most fortunately for the truth of Jesus; or 
he failed to ‘modify’, or ‘obscure’, to the benefit of his own thesis, Jesus’s 
sayings to the contrary of such thesis, let alone putting in Jesus's mouth 
incorrect statements in total contradiction with the scribe’s own narrative, 
such as Matthew's: "Then some of the scribes and Pharisees said to him, 
Teacher, we wish to see a sign from you. But he answered them, An evil 
and adulterous generation seeks for a sign; but no sign shall be given to it 
except the sign of the Prophet Jonah. For as Jonah was three days and three 
nights in the belly of the whale, so will the Son of man (meaning himself) 
be three days and three nights in the heart of the earth." [Matt. XII: 38-40]. 
This is as if Jesus was prophesying his crucifixion and burial in the ‘heart 
of the earth’ for three days and three nights before his ‘self-resurrection’ in 
the ‘third day’ as narrated by all four adopted Gospels including Matthew’. 
Such prophecy attributed to Jesus was false indeed, not only because Jesus 
was rescued before the crucifixion took place as declared in the Koran but 
also, if we concede for the debate’s sake the Evangelic narrative concerning 
Jesus, because, according to all four adopted Gospels, the one crucified 
and self-resurrected spent in his grave, not three days and three nights 
as attributed to Jesus, but rather only ‘two’ nights and ‘one’ single day as 
we argued earlier in our onomastic note on the name ‘Jesus’ (q.v.). Such “4 


re 
“4 


Aes 
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qe eee But it does illustrate how hasty were indeed the four 
" 4 diss” 


ral ‘ example of such hastiness in John’s, pointing to a ‘trace’ left of 

apot S08 ;s indeed such quotation from Jesus addressing the ‘Father’, 
ie met: “And this is eterna life, that they know Thee, the Only True 
eth 4 th now) Jesus-Christ whom Thou hast sent.” [John. XVII: 3], 
a ane ving in any of three other adopted Gospels, whose respective 
s ous author, conscious of its grave consequences for Jesus's 


08° 1 
oy dony” creda ared to drop out from the text. 


8 god 
eee 4 jess, the most glaring trace of the real John in the fourth Gospel 
ae ego John, most unhappily for his own ‘Father-Son' thesis, 

is “a rtu nately for the truth of Jesus declared in the Koran, conserved 
ut saat prophecy foretelling the advent of Mohammad as culmination 
hets and Messengers, the one Divinely entrusted to tell the whole 

ofall ae after him nothing more to be told of the Divine Message by 
ruth, aise Prophet, or rather pseudo-Prophet. Less careful, for our own 
Br cha his other three co-Evangelists who dropped out the prophecy 
A rogethen pseudo-Evangelist Jonny cated to tell us quoting Jesus saying to 
his disciples just before his ‘feigned’ arrest took place: "I have yet many 
things to say to you, but you cannot bear them now. When the Spirit of 
Truth comes, he will guide you into all the truth; for he will not speak of 
his own authority, but whatever he hears he will speak, and he will declare 
to you things that are to come, He will glorify me, for he will take what 
is mine and declare it to you. All that the Father has is mine; therefore I 
said that he will take what is mine and declare it to you." [John. XVI: 12- 
15]. And: "It is to fulfill the word that is written in their law, 'They hated 
me without a cause’. But when the Counselor (i.e. the Paraclete, original 
Greek 'Parakletos’) comes, whom I shall send to you from the Father, even 
the Spirit of Truth, who proceeds from the Father, he will bear witness to 
me.’ John, XV: 25-26]. Another statement: “I will pray the Father, and He 
will give you another Counselor, even the Spirit of Truth, whom the world 
“nnot receive, because it neither sees him nor knows him; you know him, 


for us Jes 
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for he dwells with you, and will be in you." [John. XIV; 16-17], But: " 

things I have spoken to you, while I am still with you. But the Coy ote 
the Holy Spirit, whom the Father will send in my name, he wil] teach Seloy. 
things, and bring to your remembrance all that I have said to you," = 
XIV: 25-26]. a 


Before commenting on those sayings of Jesus, we should careful] b 
in mind the following facts: Y Dear 


1) All Jesus’s sayings in those four adopted Gospels were origin, 
uttered in the Hebrew-Aramaic, Jesus's and discipley F 
vernacular. Owing to the absence of any Gospel originally Write 
in the Hebrew-Aramaic, those sayings appear translated in Greek . 
those four Grecophone Evangelists who wrote first-hand in q Greek 
dialect known as Evangelic Greek, or Ecclesiastic Greek, Containin 
newly introduced expressions and words not heard from the Greek 
in pre-Christian times, such as ‘Christos’, Christ, ‘Euaggelion’ 
Gospel, ‘Parakletos', Paraclete (translated into English Counselor z 
Comforter), etc. 


2) Greek 'pneuma’, spirit, in such ‘Spirit of Truth’ and ‘Holy Spirit, 
is undoubtedly Hebrew-Aramaic 'riiah’, identical to Arabic 'riih’, 
from Arabic triliteral RWH, ‘to go’ (e.g., on a mission). Such ‘spirit, 
Hebrew-Aramaic 'riiah’, should not absolutely be restricted to the 
notion 'soul' or ‘ghost’, as in loose English "Holy Ghost' for ‘Holy 
Spirit’, since -at least in the Hebrew-Aramaic as well as in Koranic 
usage throughout)- ‘riiah’, Arabic 'rith’, also and by all means 
applies to ‘angels of God’, where ‘angel’ originally means ‘Messenger’. 
Accordingly, when speaking of God and His Angels, expressions such 


(1) The Koran never uses 'riih’ for English 'soul', but rather 'nafs', Hebrew ‘nefes' originally 
‘breath’. Riih’, English ‘spirit’, is reserved for Gabriel, His Angel or Messenger: {"And 
_ they ask you (O Mohammad) concerning the Ruh (the Spirit); Say: "The Rub (the 
Spirit): it is one of the things, the knowledge of which is only with my Lord."} [Kor 
 Al-Esra (The Night Journey): 85] / 

"See also and especially (Kor. An-Nahl (The Bees): 2 and Kor. Gafer (The Forgiver): 15). 

‘The Transcendant has no Soul to breathe some of it into Adam or Jesus or any hum 
| Itis rather a life-initiating breathing by Gabriel, Spirit of God’s Command. 


», he He rald 


The Evangel 1 07 
" 
he 


‘ sf God, 
é 


Hebrew ‘'Riiah Elohim’, should not be construed 
gpit™ ¢ God's Hebrew ‘Nefes Elohim’, which is preposterous, but 
coul : vel of ;od', or even ‘Messenger of God’. In the same logic, 
rant 


‘adl not th 


Hol} Spirit’ should be understood as meaning either "Holy 
Is ot ‘Holy Angel’, Gabriel's title. 


“ime when pseudonymous John finalized the fourth Evangel, 
,) At the jor the ‘Holy Spirit’ was not yet ‘promoted’ from angelship to 
cabrie decreed by Constantinople I., as late as 381 A.D. against all 
Bo ssady adopted Gospels actually devoid of any solid basis for 
2 ee such newly added co-God. Had pseudonymous John any 
an n thereof beforehand, he would undoubtedly have dropped out 
im his final text at least the following words uttered by Jesus in the 
ie goibe quotation: "for he (Spirit of Truth) will not speak of his 
: wn authority, but whatever he hears he will speak." [John. XVI: 13}, 
because it is unworthy of a 'co-God' not to speak of his own authority 
or to speak only what he hears (from the Father), but only worthy 
of an Angel transmitting the Divine Message to the Prophet, or of 
the Prophet himself telling mankind what he has just heard from 
God through the Angel Gabriel, i.e. the Noble Koran. If by ‘Spirit of 
Truth’ Jesus meant Gabriel as unanimously believed by all Christians, 
then such Gabriel is neither 'God' nor ‘co-God’, a mighty argument, 
indeed, of which Macedonius, bishop of Constantinople, who denied 
Gabriel any claim to Divine Nature on equal footing with the ‘Father’ 
and His only begotten ‘Son’, might well have made use, but the 
poor ‘heresiarch' could do nothing in the face of the overwhelming 
majority already guilty, including his own self, of having swallowed 
ee ee 
\!) That is, Mohammad, preacher of the religion of truth: {"He it is Who has sent His 
hime (Mohammad) with guidance and the religion of truth (Islam), that He 
mn bi Gs (Islam) superior over all religions."} (Kor. Al-Fath (The Conquest): 
taaiy — vs respect of the Koran: {"And with truth We have sent it down (i.e. the 
? th truth it has descended."} (Kor. Al-Esra (‘The Night Journey): 105]. 


eee Le 
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the 'Father-Son' formula, decreed by Nicene Council fifty-six 
earlier in 325 A.D. Years 
4) Pseudonymous John did not grasp the full weight of Jesug, Proph 
foretelling Mohammad in the original text he was finalizing, Ge Ms 
he would have dropped it out altogether, as did indeed by all Ps, 
three more careful co-Evangelists: If Jesus departed before tety er 
all the truth that ought to be told, then ‘another’ should of Nécesei 
follow him, the culmination of all Prophets and Messengers pe 
will tell the whole truth once and for all. So, Jesus was but a Prophet 
among Prophets, not God or co-God, since the Prophet Mohamma d 
the teller of all the truth, has precisely this advantage over Jesus; the 
advantage of needing no successor to accomplish the Divine Message 
for all future generations. Such 'Paraclete' could not be Angel Gabrie| 
as insinuated by Pseudonymous John in his clever ‘insertions’ and 
later believed by all Trinitarian Christians, because angels only speak 
to Prophets, never to mere disciples, let alone to popes or saints, 
or even Evangelic scribes taught by the church to have compiled 
their Gospels under the guidance, and with the inspiration, of the 
Holy Spirit, which is nonsense, for the only one good reason that 
these Gospels as received contain flagrant errors unworthy of God’s 
Angels, let alone Gabriel himself thought to be 'co-God' incapable, 
by definition, of telling untruth. Yet, pseudonymous John was not so 
innocent: He could indeed 'color' those quotations from Jesus making 
use of his own usually loose, obscured language. See, for example: 
"He will glorify me (Jesus), for he will take what is mine and declare 
it to you." [John. XVI: 14]. By ‘what is mine’ we must inevitably 
understand 'the truth about me’, since it is something to be ‘declared’ 
not ‘done’ or ‘acquired’, resulting in ‘glorifying’ Jesus as done by the 
Koran. But the pseudonymous scribe goes on: "All that the Father has 
is mine; therefore I said that he will take what is mine and declare it to 
you." [John. XVI: 15] This is clumsier than the first: How could one 
‘declare’ all that the Father has, unless he means ‘all the truth from 
the Father, which I already know but am not entrusted to tell’? etc. 
Once Mohammad is proved to be himself the 'Paraclete’ promised by 
Jesus -and Mohammad did come all right with the whole truth from 


F 
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_ wins m 
vf! rh nich is the Koran- then such Divine Truth, including the truth 
4 mi : * 
, - ess becomes fully binding on the whole world including, 
c 


G? ‘ : 

| {pow ce, the Christians. Such is the full weight of Jesus's prophecy 
of cous ee Mohammad as confirmed by the Koran. 

| -erl 

| con® Popo eed 


ot time when the 'Paraclete’ is mentioned occurred in [John. 

he = where he is called ‘Spirit of Truth’. In this first time, the name 
sv i : ” qualified by the adjeatye ‘another’: "If you love me, you will 
wparae ete commandments. And I will pray the Father, and he will give 
eeP wm cnet Counselor (Gr eek: Parakletos) to be with you for ever, even 
ot . of Truth, whom the world cannot receive, because it neither 


ol [ 
. ‘paraclete 

rid cannot receive, because it neither sees him nor knows him; 
e wo 


ow him, for he dwells with you, and will be in your’, belongs to 
sl ere John’s frequent ‘abracadabra’ meant to obscure the text 
ae finalizing, so as to enable himself, in due time, to give his own 
vlanation. Therefore, he quotes: "These things I have spoken to you 
while I am still with you. But the Counselor (Greek 'Parakletos'’), the Holy 
spirit, whom the Father will send in my name, he will teach you all things, 
and bring to your remembrance all that I have said to you." [John. XIV: 
95-26]. Here, intentionally, he alters the ‘Spirit of Truth’ into the ‘Holy 
spirit’, meaning Gabriel by name, chosen by the pseudonymous scribe to 
be himself the forthcoming 'Paraclete’. 


was 


Again, he quotes: "But when the Counselor (Greek 'Parakletos’) comes, 
whom I shall send to you from the Father, even the Spirit of Truth who 
proceeds from the Father, he will bear witness to me." [John, XV: 26], where 
he leaves the ‘Spirit of Truth’ unchanged. In the fourth time, the Paraclete 
gta, untitled, i.e. neither called ‘Spirit of Truth’ nor named ‘Holy 
— = the stress is laid on the fact that there would be no Paraclete 
Rae _ ascension into Heaven: "It is to your advantage that I go away, 

not go away, the Counselor (Greek 'Parakletos’) will not come 


, p an 
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to you; but if I go, I will send him to you. And when he COme 
0 you; , 


adi > English versi Ney. 
reprove (Greek ‘elegksei’ translated in the Eng FSION under my}. “ill 
" i : -onvict, which obscures the Orie: anda 
by ‘will convince’, meaning to ¢ id of (i "Binal q 
) ' 2 WwW of (1.e. conc i ' am 
word ‘elegksei’, ‘will reprove)) the wor c erning) sin, 4 he 
: nd of judgment: of sin because they do not believe of 


righteousness, at ; ; n 
her, and you will see Me no Me, 


of righteousness, because I go toe pe sieges a. 
of judgment, because the ruler (Greek gi » Cet, prince) Of this Wo, 
(a reference to Satan) is judged." [John. XVI: 7-11]. tld 

Here reappears the ‘Spirit of Truth’, and fee him Pseudon . 
John’s 'roundabouts' about sin’, ‘righteousness and judgment, B ‘si ls 
evidently meant the sin of those of his folk ist clsbelleved in him (but . 
may also add the sin of those of his so-called 'followers' who ®POstatiznd 
calling him son of God). By righteousness he meant of course his eNernig 
attempt on the life of their righteous Prophet, occasioning him to Sceng 
into Heaven where they could see him no more. By judgment he Meant 
doubt the imminent failure of the conspiracy against him inspired by Sat 
referred to as the chief of this world, which means that the forces of evil Bee 
plain authority in this world, a pessimistic trace of Magian ‘Ahriman’ the 
spirit of Evil, unbecoming the attested Prophet Jesus, whence, absolute 
an insertion by the sophisticated scribe. The fifth and last time when the 
'Paraclete' is mentioned, occurred in [John. XVI: 12-15], quoted earlier in 
full and duly commented (q.v.). 


Such misunderstanding of the 'Paraclete’ in terms of the ‘Holy Spirit’, 
first made by pseudonymous John, identifying the unidentifiable: ‘Holy 
of Truth’ with the ‘Holy Spirit', Gabriel's title, was much profitable to the 
fathers of the church who could now pass any ‘heresy’ of their own under 
cover of the ‘Holy Spirit’, 'accused' of revealing it to them. But such fathers 
differed widely in their opinions’ about matters of creed, with the result of 
anathematizing one another, which means that they were not all inspired 
by the same source, and some, if not all, were inspired by the Devil. That 
is, in Councils, they did not decide on the one ‘good’ argument by invoking 
the ‘Holy Spirit’ but rather by casting votes, where politics often had the 
upper hand. 


ER LIRA URSTIET DE Lustd 
(1) The RSV interlinear Greek-English New Testament, op. cit., P. 436. 
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yh o-going quotation ‘tens 
, . above going q S mentioning the ‘ 2 
ye § ‘ e ‘Parac 
i - chould notice: lete’, Greek 


_ rst and second quotations, we see the title ‘Spirit of Truth’ 
ing in apposition with the 'Paraclete’, identifying the former 


fh and ‘Holy Spirit’ are one and the same, against all four Gospels, 
jn which we find nowhere Angel Gabriel called ‘Spirit of Truth’. In 
2 fourth quotation, We haye the Paraclete standing alone with no 
sppost ive added, either ‘Spirit g Truth’ or 'Holy Spirit’. In the fifth 
and last quotation, we have the ‘Spirit of Truth’ standing alone with 
a ‘paraclete’ before or after it. That is, if we have to choose between 


‘spirit of Truth’ and "Holy Spirit’ as one single expression capable all 

denote the ‘unmentioned’ Paraclete, only ‘Spirit of Truth’ 
could do perfectly the job, never ‘Holy Spirit’, occurring only once 
against thrice for the ‘Spirit of Truth’. Again, ‘Holy Spirit’ is most 
common in Evangelic Jesus's sayings, who knew perfectly that such 
‘Holy Spirit stood for Angel Gabriel and no one else. In this respect, 
had Jesus by ‘the promised one’ or'the summoned one’ meant Gabriel 
by name, he would have said ‘Gabriel’ or ‘the Holy Spirit’, not needing 
either ‘Paraclete’ or ‘Spirit of Truth' to identify the person referred to, 
already known to his audience under his title ‘the Holy Spirit’. 
Gabriel, or the 'Holy Spirit’, could not be himself the 'Paraclete’, Greek 
'‘Parakletos’, construed by Christian scholars to mean ‘the summoned 
one’, ‘the Counselor’ or even ‘the Comforter’ (preferred in current 
English translations), because: 

(a) Gabriel, or the 'Holy Spirit, is a high-ranked Angel in God's 
Presence; from Adam to Jesus he has been God’s Heavenly 
Messenger“ to all God's (earthly) Messengers and Prophets, 
transmitting a Divine Message, executing a 


re 
1 ” , 
( hie should <lwaye Keep in mind that'angel, Greek’eggelos’s Hebrew-Aramale nal 

Originally means ‘Messenger’. ‘ vged tire #4 >A woe SR > 


b itself to 
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a Divine Punishment. Angels are neither sum 
invocable by anyone, but descend only 


by Ord ible Ny 
according to His Own Will"; hie 


(b) Gabriel has never been either a Counselor Nor a 
neither to any one Prophet nor even to Jesus himeetg me 
played such role so as to bear such epithet; she eye, 


(c) Gabriel did not wait for Jesus’s departure so that he 

might ‘come out from the Father’ as we are to] ") tn gti 
preexisted Jesus himself on this planet. Even befor fie he 
was with Elizabeth, the Baptists mother, while John be he 
in her womb: "And Elizabeth was filled with the Holy tee 
[Luke. I: 41]. He was the one who initiated y 5 Pirit," 
conception of Jesus. Even before Jesus's departure 
dwelt with the disciples: "He (i.e. Gabriel) dwells 
[John. XIV: 17], who received him from Jesus 5 
before Jesus’s departure: "Receive the Holy Spirit." 
22]; etc. 


? Gabrig, 
With you," 
€veral days 
Uohn, xy, 


3) We should never forget that those words, I mean, 'Paraclete’, ‘5 ii 
of Truth’ and 'Holy Spirit’ could not have been uttered by Jesus a 
Evangelic Greek, but inevitably in Hebrew or Hebrew-Aramaic 
There is no problem at all in reconstituting both 'Spirit of Truth’ and 
'Holy Spirit’ back into original Hebrew ‘Riiah Emet' and 'Riiah Qadg 
respectively, where Hebrew ‘riiah' means either ‘angel’ or ‘Messenger’ 
as stated earlier. There is also no problem in understanding 'Spirit of 
Truth’ and ‘Holy Spirit’ in terms of Messenger of Truth’ and 'Holy 
Messenger’, both perfectly applying to Prophet Mohammad unto 
whom the whole truth, i.e. the Koran, was revealed, while particularly 
‘Spirit of Truth’, unheard of in any Divine Book, does not apply at all 
in respect of any Angel to be named ‘Angel of Truth’. The problem 
indeed lies in reconstituting the 'Paraclete’, Greek 'Parakletos’, back 
into its original Hebrew form, only because, unheard from Greeks 


(1) {"And we (angels) descend not except by the Command of your Lord (O Mohammad). 
To Him belongs what is before us and what is behind us, and what is between those 
two, and your Lord is never forgetful."} [Kor. Maryam (Mary): 64] 
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jgeudonymon® John, it is variously construed by Christian 
efor’ * either (1) summoned, Hebrew ‘gari’; (II) counselor, 
PY fi dabeee 
_pol™ oes OF (III) comforter, Hebrew 'menahém’. 
Wy 


att trictly in pest of phn language, only ‘the summoned 
cpeals ee ense of ‘advocate’, is possible as equivalent of Greek 
one tos as written by the pseudonymous scribe, taken from 
para % ‘ein’ summon’, 'to call to oneself’, ‘invoke, e.g., for help, 
anak etc.’ (cf. Modern Greek: parakalol, i.e. Ibeg, meaning '‘please!’), 
reae® ee 'p araklese’, request, prayer, whence, object of request, 
from —ounsel or’, in the sense of lawyer, is a possible transition from 
etc. tell peraqlit, Modern Hebrew word for ‘lawyer’). However, 
 conll rter', most preferred in current English translations, is 


apossible from Greek ‘parakalein’, supposed to be the basis 


imply = ' ' 
- pyangelic Parakletos. 


of 

To believe the fifth book of the New Testament, i.e. the ‘Acts of 
the Apostles, such Holy Spirit, mistaken for the Paraclete, never 
‘counseled’ nor ‘comforted’ Jesus's disciples, so as to be called 
‘Counselor OF ‘Comforter’. In fact, Gabriel’s role as narrated was 
limited to perform miracles in their behalf, in the same manner he 
used to do, as we are told, with the Master. Such Holy Spirit never 
bore witness to Jesus as promised [John. XV: 26], nor did he guide 
Jesus's disciples into any truth of all the truth that remained to be told 
after Jesus, not even did he once glorify Jesus as promised [John. XVI: 
12-15]. By no means did he once reprove the world concerning 'sin’, 
‘righteousness’ or ‘judgment, as expected of the Paraclete according 
to Jesus's promise [John. XVI: 7-11]. But all this was accomplished 
by Mohammad through the Noble Koran. To believe the ‘Acts’, 
such Holy Spirit did not speak at all, either ‘on his own authority’ or 
‘quoting God’, but he did it all right with Mohammad unto whom he 
transmitted the Divine Koran. Jesus’s promised Paraclete could only 
have been Mohammad and no one else, but earlier Christians believed 
Jesus's recoming to take place immediately after his ascension shortly 
before the Last Day, and that the Paraclete should, of course, not wait 
Jesus's second coming. Yet, time passed with no sign of the recoming 
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of Jesus. So, they thought with the fourth Evangelist that the 
Paraclete should have already come, and wrongly recogni, miteg 
in the person of the Holy Spirit. This mistake resulted Pe. hin 
misunderstanding of Jesus's hint foretelling the destructig. t tir 
Romans of the Temple of Jerusalem occurring some Yared the 
ascension, for the Last Day immediately to take place a; T hig 
recoming. This happened in spite of Jesus's saying: "But of that Sug, 
that hour no one knows, not even the angels in Heaven, nor thea 
On, 


but only the Father." [Mark. XIII: 32]. 

6) Evangelic 'Parakletos', unheard from the Greeks before Pseug 
mous John, with which stood in apposition both ‘Spirit o¢ “Hind, 
pseudonymous John’s insertion "Holy Spirit’, could only be, 
matically speaking, a ‘proper name’, I mean, a proper name fore te 
to the Greeks. Jesus must have uttered such name differently, ie j 
the Hebrew or in the Aramaic, which the 'real' author of the otiging 
Greek version of the fourth Gospel had translated into Greek, In the 
absence of any Hebrew or Aramaic original Gospel of Jesus, the le. 
gitimate basis of any ‘further’ pseudo-gospel written later in Greek, 
we would have much appreciated, indeed, to have such Evangelic 
'‘Parakletos' non-translated, i.e. to be kept in its original form a8 Ut. 

tered by Jesus, i.e. in Hebrew or Aramaic, so as to solve the Paraclete’s 
linguistic problem, i.e. the very accurate meaning of such Evangelic 
name. By all means, however, such Evangelic form, i.e. '‘Parakletos, 
could be no other than either one of three hypotheses: 


(a) a correct Greek translation of the original, i.e. 'the summoned 
one’, ‘object of request’; 
(b) a deformed Greek translation of the original, which we should 
explore through linguistic analysis; and 
(c) a mere transliteration in Greek alphabet of the original, which, 
indeed, is the easiest of all three hypotheses, but not necessarily 
the ‘good’ one. ade, 
7) Muslim scholars have indeed always maintained according to the — 
Koran that Jesus foretold in his Gospel the advent of M i 


hy. 
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a™ 4 should have mentioned him under ‘Ahmad’ as exactly 
pete oe above quoted Koranic Verse, not under ‘Mohammad’, 
‘ne ae original Arabic name. When such scholars knew of 
the ‘at ‘parakletos mi = fourth er ee they soon recognized in it 
ex form of Arabic ‘Mohammad or ‘Ahmad’, against Christian 
ire : wre tubbornly insisted that 'Parakletos’ meant in Arabic not 
ps W ‘ad! OF Ahmad’, but 'Al-Mo’azzi', Comforter, as taught by 
fora even against the Greek dictionary. 
-hure 
, penefit of our non-Arab readership, however, we should first 
or th the meaning of the Prophet’s name in terms of the Arabic 
gnalys€ . before comparing it with such Evangelic ‘Parakletos’: 
‘i Mobammad’ and ‘Ahmad’ are derived from Arabic triliteral 
ry) “a admire, be pleased with, but also to praise, extol, etc. 
re mad’ is the masculine singular past participle from intensive 
aad with doubled middle consonant (the letter 'm' in triliteral 
MD) denoting, in respect of transitive verbs such as HMD, the 
intensity of the action Cone jie wpe rendered in English 
by adding an adverbial pitt tics such as much’, ‘highly’; WneKe 
‘Mohammad’, the past participle, means literally, not the ‘admired 
one, the ‘pleasant one’, the ‘praised one’, etc., but precisely the ‘highly 
admired one’, the ‘most pleasant one’, the 'most praised one’, etc., 
that is, ‘multiadmired’, ‘multipleasant, ‘multipraised’, etc., or, again, 
the one ‘admired’, ‘pleasant’, ‘praised’, etc., for more than one specific 
reason. ‘Ahmad’, from same triliteral HMD, is identical in meaning 
to ‘Mohammad’, since ‘Ahmad’ is the superlative” of the adjective 
‘hamid’, admirable, pleasant, praiseworthy, etc. When not in a 
comparison, which is precisely the case with a proper name, then 
it is the ‘Superlative Absolute’, rendered in English by ‘most-', such 
as 'most perfect’, ‘most bad’, 'most admired’, etc. It is historically 
ascertained that neither ‘Mohammad’ nor ‘Ahmad’ did ever occur in 


i=) 
= 


NRT oP 
(1) Superlative and comparative have the same form in the Arabic (the 'af‘al' model). When 


not followed by the particle ‘min’, English ‘than’, then it is the Superlative Absolute, 


| 


‘uch as in the famous 'Allahu Akbar’, which means ‘God is the Most Great’, not 'God 
'S Greater’, or 'God is the Greatest’. “es 


fal 
¥ 
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9) 


Arabic proper names before the Prophet, whose historic bi 

is ‘Mohammad’, not its equivalent 'Ahmad'. The Prophet ; Nam, 
mentioned by name five times in the Koran, four of witty -. Ven 
‘Mohammad’, but the fifth under 'Ahmad', which occttegg 
once, precisely in such above-cited Koranic Verse where 

was quoted addressing the Children of Israel: "I am Messen J 
God unto you, confirming the Torah before me, ang tain of 
a Messenger coming after me, whose name will be ' ding 
[Kor. As-Saff (The Ranks): 6], which means that Jesus adel 
utter ‘Mohammad’, but rather ‘Ahmad’. At first sight, one Mie 
wonder why couldn't Jesus utter in respect of the coming rd 
‘Mohammad’ the equivalent paradigmatic (conjugationg 
model in his own vernacular, Hebrew 'Mehommad' or Aramaic 
‘Mehammiad'? Why did he use 'Ahmad' instead, in spite of the fact that 
neither Hebrew nor Aramaic is possessed of any form for expresgi 
such comparative or superlative (Arabic 'a-' or English '-er' or ‘-est')e 
Which means that, by ‘Ahmad’, the Koran was translating what Jesus 
indeed uttered, not transliterating it? 


The answer to such question is, however, simple. Semitic trilitera] 
HMD, cognate Arabic HMD, is used in both Hebrew and Aramaic 
only in one of the senses of Arabic HMD, i.e. to admire, be pleased 
with (followed by the accusative), whence, by extension, to desire. 
The simple past participle of such Hebrew-Aramaic transitive verb 
is Hebrew ‘hamiid' and Aramaic ‘hemid' (nearest to Arabic ‘hamid’ 
mentioned earlier) and means ‘pleasant’, ‘desirable’, ‘wished for’. 
From such Hebrew-Aramaic HMD, we have the verbal noun (m.) 
‘hemed’, pleasantness, etc., which, invariable and postpositive, when 
genitivally constructed with any preceding noun (irrespective of 
number and gender), serves the purpose of a ‘qualifying adjective’ 
such as in ‘Sedé hemed’, lit., ‘fields of pleasantness’, for ‘pleasant 
fields’. We have also from same HMD the verbal noun ‘hemda' (£), 
‘hemdat' in genitival constructions, i.e. desire, wish, also ‘object of 
desire’, a person or thing ‘wished for’. Jesus was not indeed the first 
Prophet to designate 'Mohammad' by name. Around the last third of 


: 
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os & the 

me" _ gixth century, Prophet Haggai called him ‘Hemdat kol-Hag- 
20. § 1:7 et seq.], lit., ‘the Hemda of all nations’, construed by 

in mmad translators as 'the object of desire of all nations’ or 
ee Monee for whom ‘all nations are wishing’, in a subtle reference 
wet we cncoming universal religion, ie. Islam, written ‘Salém’, 
wt Haggai’s original Hebrew [Hg. II: 9], and the replacement 
peace arr of Jerusalem by the ‘Latter House’ (loc. cit.), the Holy 
at Mecca. It is true that Arabic 'selm’, equivalent Hebrew 
occurred once in the Koran to denote Islam’, submission (unto 
gal elievers! Come all of you unto submission (toward God).” 
god): 4|-Bagarah (The Cow): 208], where English ‘submission’ in 
(Kor: / elation stands for original Koranic word 'selm'. Embarrassed 


ry 


al rat J 
ae prophecy; however, Christian Biblical scholars managed 
y accesstully to turn it to the advantage of the ‘Messiah’, said to be 
= f desire of all nations’, which is evidently artificial: (I) 


‘object 0 ; 
ea was not appr eciated by all nations, at least by those who denied 
4 i ‘ ‘ . . 

a discredited him, and went so far as to ‘attempt’ on his life; and 


(11) the foretold universal Prophet, Mohammad, the ‘Most Extolled’, 
is Hebrew ‘Hemda’ by name; even disbelievers in his Prophethood 
cannot help ‘extolling’ him by the mere utterance of his birthname. 


How, then, could have been Jesus’s own utterance of the name 
‘Mohammad’ occurring ‘Parakletos' in the fourth Gospel as received? 
He could not have said Hebrew Mehommiad or Aramaic 'Mehammad’, 
precise paradigmatic equivalents of Arabic ‘Mohammad’, because: 
(a) such participial passive form did not occur in Biblical Hebrew 
or Biblical Aramaic as attested; and 
(b) unlike verbal nouns ‘hemed' and ‘hemda’, always construed in 
good sense, verbal forms from HMD, including past participle 
‘Mehommiad' or ‘Mehammad’, are liable to be pejoratively 
misconstrued as modeled on HMD in the pejorative sense 
“abad ‘aboda zara", to pay false worship to, e.g., an idol, ie. to 
praise or extol a trifling. So, Jesus, in respect of Mohammad’s 


ee 
(1) See 
See, under HMD, sense 4), Hammelén Hehadaé Latanak, op. cit., P. 162. 


rea | q 
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name, had to use Hebrew ‘hemed' or even, in like , 
cessor ‘Haggai’, | lebrew ‘hemda’, both denotin er ag 
tive Absolute”. But I have my reason, "aig 
sert categorically that he in fact ugeg in 
gmented prosthetic aleph, i.e, ‘Ah Tey 


‘hemed', but with au me 
j ety eee , 24 

, ‘Aharon’, ‘Adén’, 'Akezab’, e ; 
such as in Hebrew Aharor » €tc., for Prima 


‘Haron, 'Dén', 'Kezab', respectively, to stress its SPCCial tise 
as 


his prede 
in the Superla 
the Koran to as 


a proper name. 
This is the absolutely irrefutable explanation why tf 

miraculous Koran, quoting Jesus's own words, had to utter y 
‘Ahmad’, not Mohammad, the Prophet's historic birth p he 
But such irrefutable explanation, based on versed knowle dye ss 
Hebrew language and Hebrew grammar, was beyond the Teach 
of the earlier Arab Koran exegetes, all limiting their comp, et 
on the above-going Koranic Verse to the following two Points. 


(a) that the Prophet bore several names of which ‘Moham. 
mad' and ‘Ahmad’; and 

(b) that, in the Arabic, ‘Mohammad’ and ‘Ahmad, have the 
same semantic denotation in the Superlative Absolute 
from HMD, so the Koran was in its right to choose either 
in referring to the Prophet. 


This is manifestly bad. To illustrate, all along his lifetime, the 
Prophet was called, by name, 'Mohammad’, and, by function, 
'Rasiil-ul-Lah’, ie. Messenger of God, nothing else. One may 
bear ‘surname’ beside one's own ‘birth name’, but not an- 
other ‘name’ such as identical in meaning and etymology to 
one’s own ‘birth name’, i.e. ‘Ahmad’ for ‘Mohammad’, which is 
nonsensical redundance. It was only after the Prophet's death 


(1) An infinitival noun, such as ‘hemed', when genitivally constructed with the noun it i 
qualifies, such as in English 'a man of justice’ instead of ‘a just man’, marks by virtue of 
such genitival construction a ‘distinguishing’ attribute in the person or thing qualified; 
whence, acquires a certain superlative force. 

(2) See, in this regard, our previous onomastic note on the name ‘Aaron’. 
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veg & the F f 
_wit | «xhmad' came to be used in Arab proper names. At 
i nat i the recital by the Prophet of such Koranic Sura {Kor. 

mos! (THE Ranks)] revealed in the Madinah-period only few 

AS oot his death. Only since then could ‘Ahmad’ occur 
years Ov ageably with ‘Mohammad in prose as well as in poetry 
ane vect of the Prophet. In quoting a prophecy by Jesus fore- 
in Mohammad’, the Koran could not absolutely name him 
eelling q' unless it was so uttered by Jesus; otherwise, the Koran 
ei seem unnecessarily obscuring the prophecy, if not nul- 
ltogether. On the contrary, by using ‘Ahmad’ instead 


ifyins 7 7 
ify? d', the Koran supplies precisely the ‘clue’ to the 


form 
% fi A€ instance of Koran Divine Author’s All-comprising 
Kn owledge, excluding possible anti-Koran allegations that the 
prophet could have known of Jesus's prophecy concerning the 
‘parakletos' in the fourth Evangel from his ex-Christian newly 
converted followers, which prophecy he hurriedly turned to 


his own account. In such case, the Koran would have quoted 


‘Mohammad’, not ‘Ahmad’. 

11) Positive, as I am indeed, that Evangelic passages on the ‘Parakletos’ 
in the fourth Gospel as received could not have been pseudonymous 
John’s own invention, but rather the proper work of the ‘real’ author 
copying or hearing from 'real' disciple John, which the pseudonymous 
scribe, at least one whole century later, had to ‘retouch’ or ‘redraft’ 
in order to suit his own self-avowed purpose, openly aimed at 
demonstrating Jesus’s alleged 'Godhood’, I conclude that, in order 
to translate Jesus’s uttered ‘Ahmed’, the original Greek translator of 
the fourth Gospel, whom I sincerely deem enough acquainted with 
Jesus’s and disciples’ own vernacular as to pierce the very meaning 
of Hebrew 'hemed' as an adjectival noun denoting a ‘praiseworthy’ 
Person understood in the superlative absolute, i.e. ‘Most Praiseworthy’, 
could easily find the Greek equivalent in a Greek ‘neologism’ of his 
°wn which he coined for the purpose, as befitting a newly introduced 


Sy 
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name categorically non-existing by sound or Meanin 

language before the Prophet. He most probably have coing d fro any 
Greek something like 'Parakleos', where 'Kleos' means ‘glory mh he 
‘renown’, ‘celebrity’, etc., to which he prefixed the Greek te : be , 
‘para-' in the sense of ‘beyond’, so as to obtain ‘Parakleos', ie,'b aon 
glory’, identical in a superlative sense to original Jesug’s ' Abe 
with augmented prosthetic aleph, meaning ‘the most gloriong 
or 'the glorious par excellence’. » ete, 


12) Apparently more educated in Greek than in Hebrew, as compareg 

his predecessor, the ‘last’ finalizer of the fourth Gospel as recess to 
to whom such ‘neologism' appeared awkward, thought rather : ) 
‘misspelling’ on the part of the first Greek translator of Otten 
disciple John’s Gospel. In other words, he thought of a Bolas 
missing 't' in his predecessor's 'Parakleos' which, to his mind, oy y 
to be written 'Parakletos', not 'Parakleos'. Supplying the ‘missing! 
letter 't', he obtained his now 'meaningful' 'Parakletos' in the Sense of 
‘the summoned one’, not far in his own understanding from original 
Hebrew ‘Ahemed' or 'hemed', the object of desire, the one Wished for 
After all, is not it true that a person summoned or invoked is himsele 
a person desired, wished for?! 


13) There is also a possible -but less strong“)- second opinion Concerning 
the decipherment of such 'Parakletos' in the fourth Gospel as received: 
It could well be a mere transcription, adapted to Greek Phonology 
and Greek grammar, of the original word uttered by Jesus who, as we 
know, used to express himselfin Palestinian Aramaic, an Aramaicizing 
Hebrew dialect prevailing in his time, as it occasionally appears, eg, 
from certain quotations conserved in the Gospels, such as foregoing 
'talita qiimi' (‘rise, little girl’), etc. Indeed, dropping the Greek ending 
'-os' in Evangelic 'Parakletos', we obtain 'Paraklét’, or even 'Paraklit’, 
much resembling 'peraqlit', the Modern Hebrew word for ‘lawyer’. 


(1) I must confess that, in the recently published original Arabic version of my book 


forming the basis of the present work, I did highly commend such 'second opinion’. 
But I was wrong, at least since it contradicts ‘Ahmad’ in the previous Koranic Verse 


quoting Jesus's prophecy. 


| 
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op Hebrew 'peraqlit’ could be either (1) a loanword directly 


/ ydern st 
cych a 4 from Evangelic 'Parakletos', construed as stated earlier to 
ve 


am advocates ‘counselor’; or (II) a genuine Hebrew-Aramaic word 
jes0"° 5 from Hebrew-Aramaic PRQ, 'to expiate, to break off’ 'to 
rac 


ete re pRQ, Aramaic present participle simple form 'paréq’, ‘he 
pave i break, put off’; or even Aramaic 'peraq’, Aramaic preterite 
3 peut masculine singular, ‘he who broke or put off’, which 
third ne may denote in the Hebrew, and the Aramaic, a completed 
rete ie spective of the time factor, i.e. he who will have broken, put 
ee mpletelY, equal in meaning to 'paréq’, the present participle. In 
sic, we may have, from Hebrew-Aramaic LWT, Aramaic 
ast participle simple form, i.e. concealed, veiled, etc. If we add 
Aramaic _3', standing for either suffixal definite article or feminine 
ending, We should have ‘lita’, the thing concealed, hidden, or even, 
construed with a feminine ending, an instance of concealment, etc. 
Genitivally constructing the first part with the second, we should 
inevitably have '‘Peraqlit’ or ‘Peraqita’, nearest to Modern Hebrew 
iperaqlit’, in the sense of ‘lawyer’, the ‘person’ who occupies himself 
with 'unmasking’ the truth about his client’s position in a lawsuit; 
whence such hypothetical Aramaic 'Peraqlit’ or ‘Peraqlita’ construed 
as basis of Evangelic 'Parakletos’ would mean the 'Unveiler', who 
would declare Jesus innocent from the alleged apostasy of calling 
himself 'God' or ‘Son of God’, as befitting the ‘Spirit of Truth’, ie. 
Messenger of Truth, the culmination of all Prophets and Messengers, 
referred to in the following Koranic Verse: 


{"He said: (As to) My Punishment I afflict therewith whom I 
will and My Mercy embraces all things. That (Mercy) I shall 
ordain for those who are pious, and give Zakat; and those who 
believe in Our revelations; those who follow the Messenger, 
the Prophet who can neither read nor write (i.e. Mohammad) 
whom they (Judeo-Christians) find written with them in the 
Torah and the Gospel, as commanding them for that which 
's right and forbidding them that which is wrong; making 


act 
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lawful for them all good and lawful, and Prohibitiy 
them as unlawful all evil and unlawful, and he releases 4 
from their heavy burden (Arabic 'Esr"”), and from the fettap 
(bindings) that were upon them.", $ 


[Kor. Al-A'raf (The Battlements), 156-15 
a 


Such second opinion, which is not bad at all, unfortunate 
contradict Jesus's prophesy foretelling the advent of Mohamma, das 
in the Koran, designating by name (i.e. '‘Ahmad’) the culmination Pee 4 
Prophets and Messengers. So, I personally reject it as obscuring 
prophecy. Ting Such 


All being considered, however, the last Prophet to all manki 
appeared in Mecca preaching the Koran all along a period of twen a 0 
years beginning from about 609 A.D., had been foretold both hy ee 
‘Ahemed' or ‘Parakletos' and by function 'the Sayer of the whole ie 
some six centuries earlier by his illustrious immediate predec 


€ssor, { 
son of Mary. Jesus 


EE 


As a matter of fact, a fully attested Prophet such as Mohammad, sent 
unlike all his predecessors to all mankind as the Seal of all God’s Prophets 
and Messengers, with his unprecedented self-certifying miracle of Divine 
Omniscience, the miraculous Koran, needed not for his own certification 
any prophecy heralding him by any former Prophet as done indeed by 
Moses, Haggai or Jesus in still living former Divine Revelation. Our fore- 
going elaborate discussion concerning Evangelic 'Parakletos', which might 
seem a somewhat lengthy ‘digression’ from the subject matter of the 
present onomastic note on the ‘Evangel’, was therefore not at all an attempt 
to advance an additional argument for Mohammad’s Messengership from 
God, but rather, inter alia, an argument against those Judeo-Christians 
who ought to have known him from their own books and who waited, 
generation after generation, for his advent; however, they were the first to 
deny him, the culmination of all former Prophets: = : 
(1) Also and by extension, ‘guilt, See, eg., Al-Qortobi's, exegesis of Surat Al-Ata The 

Heights (Kor. Al-A‘raf (The Battlements): 157), 
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te itr mber) when God took the Covenant of the Prophets, 
en , whatever I gave you from the Book and Hikmah 
vine ‘ "ding of the Laws of God, etc.), and afterwards there 
une : mo yond Messenger (Mohammad) confirming what 
ap cor us yore must, then, believe in him and help him.” God 
you agree (to it) and will you take up My Covenant 
oid: Zs w nivlit de with you)?" They said: "We agree.” He said: 
nich ar witness} and I am with you among the witnesses 
wher be % [Kor. Al ‘Emran (The Household of ‘Emran): 81] 
die all former Prophets without exception ought to have 
a fo ammad each to his respective people and to have enjoined 
“nsoevel among them to wait for his time, believe in, and support 
sp” ne is the culmination of all God’s Prophets and Messengers. Had 
in, all | Prope taken up such Divine Covenant seriously, non- 
nge, distortion or omission in their respective message 
ective priesthood, all Judeo-Christians after Mohammad would 


w Muslims, not anti- Muslims. God, however, already said: 


ermi 
by their res 
have been no 

"verily! You (O Mohammad) guide not whom you like, but 


God guides whom He wills. And He knows best those who are 
the guided. } (Kor. Al-Qasas (The Narrative): 56] 


Our foregoing elaborate discussion concerning Evangelic 'Parakletos' 
was -instead- chiefly geared toward (I) giving the roots of Koranic 
‘Ahmad’ in Jesus's speech, and mostly (II) furnishing an irrefutable proof, 
among many, of uninnocent and misleading insertions, distortions and 
mystifications brought in by nameless authors, or rather ‘finalizers', of 
those four adopted Gospels as received. 


It is now the time for us to come to the Koran's miraculous Onomastics 
ntespect of the name 'Gospel' or ‘Evangel’, Koranic ‘Injil’. 
Bee 


A 
ta ae earlier, Koranic 'Injil’, i.e. ‘Evangel’, is an Arabicization of Greek 
on! left nearly as itis, i.e. transcribed, in almost all languages, except 


Ql : 
) Implying followers of wack P 
respective Prophet, spoken to in their behalf. 
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as expressed, for example, by English ‘Gospel’ (good spell) and My 
Hebrew ‘Besorii’ (good tidings), which latter ‘good tidings’ jg inde 
unanimous understanding of the 'Evangelic’ word worldwide, inc 
Greeks themselves. Consecrated in this sense through continued 
from earlier Christian centuries onwards, the term was taken for gr 
as a genuine Greek word, construable as such: 'Eu-', a Greek Prefix me 
‘good’, followed by 'Aggelon’, conceived in the sense of 'tidings', ‘ne 
'Good-News'’, translated into English ‘Gospel’, Hebrew 'Besora' and 
‘La Bonne Nouvelle’. 


Oder, 
ed the 
ludin 

Usage 
ante 
anin 

WS’, Le, 
French 


Long-established, unchallenged worldwide through ages, such 
conception of Jesus's Gospel, however, is totally false in linguistic terms 
as well as readily confutable by any sound critical analysis, hithert, 
unattempted. 


To this end, the following facts will prove of capital importance to our 
demonstration below and should, therefore, be carefully retained: 


1) The term 'euaggelion' is by all means a 'neologism' in Ecclesiastic 
Greek, unattested in any written pre-Christian Greek. 


2) The only pre-Christian Greek attested element therein is prefixal 
augment 'eu-', meaning ‘good’, etc., which is in fact a commendatory 
augment, serving or capable of serving the purpose ofacommendatory 
prepositive qualifying adjective. So, until we pierce the very meaning 
from the Greek of the second element ‘Aggelion' (pronounce: 
Angelion), we should understand Evangelic ‘euaggelion’ for the time 
being as ‘the good Angelion’, no more no less. 


3) The combination ‘gg’ in Greek alphabet is pronounced ‘ng’ throughout. 


4) TheGreekalphabet does notcontaina special character for the aspirate 
'h’ sound, unlike Latin, Hebrew, German and English, as in English 
‘hat’, ‘inhibit’, etc. But aspiration in Greek is felt by means of a special 
diacritical sign (*) on the initial vowel, which means that aspiration 
in Greek is only possible in respect of certain words beginning with 
a vowel sound, such as in English 'hypo-' and ‘hyper-' inherited from 
Greek ‘upo-' and ‘uper’, respectively. Greek in this respect is in fact 
similar to Modern Italian, where the loss of aspiration is even total, 


5) 
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_ wen | and in script, the same as Spanish and French, where 


( 


jost in sound, but not in script. This is to say that such 
beginning with vowel 'a’, could very well have been 
ted, i.e. 'Hangelion’, later lost through the process 


,oun 
1 19 
gelio? . 


as 7ira 


gna! the -ommendatory augment ‘eu-’ making the yowel ‘a’ in 
) m J uae 

/ pfixin® 9 more initial. 

0 > yn . 1 ' . 

‘ane elion’, English ‘Gospel’, is not taken from the Title’ 


pra Bo * i teal Indeed, all four adopted Gospels are ‘titled’ 
the vn the ‘name’ of the respective alleged author, preceded by 
ib ruptly ® ‘reposition ‘kata’, i.e. ‘according to’. Hence, we have only 
spe Ore j 1) According to Matthew; (II) According to Mark; (III) 
- Titles: Luke; and (IV) According to John. The ‘thing’ implied 
unknown for certain: It could be 'the Gospel’ according 


t 0 
ecording * 
jn the 


{O.-"? 


Jesuss S 
euaggelo”” 


is rather taken from ‘inside’ the book, particularly 
thew and Mark, as spoken by Jesus himself beginning his 
in ye mong the Children of Israel: "And he (Jesus) went about all 
sion 4 hing in their synagogues and preaching the Gospel of the 
dom.” [Matt. IV: 23], and: "Now after John was arrested, Jesus 
ae into Galilee, preaching the Gospel of God, and saying, The time 
alle, and the kingdom of God is at hand; repent and believe in 
: e Gospel.” [Mark. I: 14-15]. The term 'euaggelion’ is used very little 
indeed by Jesus in those Gospels, but not so little afterwards in the 
‘fpistles', particularly in St. Paul's. 


The only possible base of such 'Angelion’, if construed in Greek terms, 
is undoubtedly Greek ‘aggelos', pronounced ‘angelos’, i.e. English 
‘angel’, lit., Messenger’, which is also applied to 'Heavenly Messengers’, 
lit., angels proper, unused in this latter sense by pre-Christian Greeks, 
but chosen by Grecphone 'Evangelizers' in Grecophone countries 
to express Hebrew, and also Aramaic, ‘Mal’ak' (also ‘Malak’ with 
quiescent aleph), equally meaning ‘Messenger’ and ‘angel’. But when 
confusion is to be avoided, Hebrew and Aramaic use 'riiah' instead, 
“pressed in the Greek by ‘pneuma’, i.e. English ‘spirit’, in designating 
* Heavenly Messenger’, or ‘angel’ proper. The state, or quality, of being 


mis 
Galilee teac 
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from such Hebrew-Aramaic 'mal’ak', I mean, English ‘angelsh; . 
or ‘Messengership’, or even ‘message’, is Hebrew and rie 
‘malakiit', also ‘malakiit’ (with quiescent middle aleph), then 
to Hebrew-Aramaic ‘malekiit', replacing middle aleph by middk 
short 'e’, from Hebrew-Aramaic ‘melek' (king), meaning 'kingshin 
and ‘kingdom’, occurring ‘Basileia’ in the Greek Gospels, translated 
invariably into English ‘kingdom’. This is important to any soung 
discussion of possible 'mishearing’, or ‘misreading’, Hebrew- Aramaic 
'malekiit’ (kingship or kingdom), for original Hebrew-Aramaic 
'malakiit’, ie. message. Indeed, such Evangelic ‘kingdom! or ‘kingdom 
of God’ is the most mystified expression in the Gospels as re ceived 
In almost all places where the expression occurs, the term js not 
only meaningless and out of place, but also a serious obstacle to the 
simple, direct, and correct understanding of the whole sentence in 
which the expression occurs, reducing it into outright ‘abracadabra' 
unworthy of a real Prophet such as Jesus as well as all other God’s 
Messengers, whose sole mission is to transmit a Divine Message to 
their respective people in terms non-admitting any misunderstanding, 
Take the following, for example : "Being asked by the Pharisees when 
the kingdom of God was coming, he (Jesus) answered them, The 
kingdom of God is not coming with signs to be observed; nor will 
they say: 'Lo, here it is!’ or 'There!' for behold, ‘the kingdom of God 
is in the midst of you.” [Luke. XVII: 20-21], compared with: "Pray 
then like this: Our Father who art in Heaven, hallowed be Thy name, 
Thy kingdom come, Thy will be done on earth as it is in Heaven, etc," 
[Matt. VI: 9-13]. In these two contrasted quotations, we hear Jesus 
speaking of two kingdoms, the one already present in the midst of 
the Pharisees, and the other, asked for almost everyday, earnestly, in 
the most famous Christian prayers, which is crude nonsense, unless 
we ‘read’ message for kingdom, where by the first Jesus referred to 
his own person, the Messenger of God, and, in the second quotation, 
the fulfillment of all Divine Messengers, i.e. Mohammad, for whose 
advent Jesus taught Christians not to cease praying in their everyday 
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vt janevet Jose of mind that all Jesus's sayings recorded in those 
owe shov sepell were undoubtedly uttered in Jesus's own vernacular. 
” gree* a “et e uttered neither Greek 'Basileia’ (kingdom) nor Greek 

coula™ (Gospel); which latter 'euaggelion’ is the subject matter 


fle elion ; t 
pues ese nt onomastic note. 
the F 


of t bet 


ound linguistic analysis, ‘news’ and ‘message’, Greek ‘nea’ 

o means perfect synonyms neither in Greek nor in 
ogy contention, therefore, that Evangelic Grecophone scribes 
one gh: ‘ wee: ssibly in their right to use either of them for the other, 
igh 2 ” Greek ‘euaggelion’ (good message) for Greek ‘kala nea’ (good 
ve ‘~ psolutely unacceptable. Any person unable to distinguish in his 

,is ah > such a notion from the other is, ipso facto, not entitled to be 
Boiss regarding any of his statements or translations in those four 


k Gospels. 
ble of spreading spontaneously from mouth to mouth 


qne wire 


Ss of Ss 
erm 
pf o, are by 2 


unlike news ©4P4 ey, 
ndesignated or even unwilling source to a random or even 


an u 

ected recipient, a ‘message ine implies: ) a self-designating 
‘genders (II) a self-identifying courier or ‘Messenger’; and (III) a named 
addressee’ for whom alone the communication is intended. Again, 
‘news’ mainly relate to present or past events, i.e. things happening or 
having happened, non-extending into the future. Even 'news' about some 
future event, such as weather forecasts or the ‘forthcoming’ divorce of a 
Hollywoodian couple, are not news proper, but in fact ‘expectations’ based 
on ‘previously’ gathered information, often allowing for some degree of 
‘uncertainty’ as to their future fulfillment. Otherwise, we should use in 
place of 'news' the term ‘rumor’, ‘surmise’, ‘conjecture’ or even ‘prophecy’. In 
the limited sense of the word, a ‘message’ generally does not convey ‘news’ 
of the kind mentioned. Otherwise, the term ‘report’ would be obviously 
a adapted. For, unlike 'news', a ‘message’ is not essentially intended — 
hla but rather to ‘demand’ or ‘command’, or even to ‘implore’, 
ena on the ‘addressee’s' comparative status, that some ‘action’ be 
bring t, te To justify such 'request'’, a ‘message’ may acciden\ 

owledge of the ‘addressee’ some information or ‘ney 
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or bad, such as an ‘ultimatum’ or a solemn declaration of ‘good inte 
Yet a message containing such 'news-element' is not qualified ‘good’ .. 
‘bad’ depending on its content as viewed by the ‘addressee’, but tath . 
message ‘bearer’ of good or bad ‘news’. Finally, a 'message’, unlike ny ie 
often expects an ‘answer’ from the addressee, or, for the least, looks forwar 
to his ‘reaction’ to its content. 


Ntiony 


It is true, however, that post-Christian Greek did introduce Certa; 
‘neologisms' not heard before in pre-Christian times, such ag the tay 
original Greek ‘aggelos', simply a ‘Messenger’, to mean also an ‘angel’ in the 
sense of Divinely revealed religions, imitating Hebrew-Aramaic ‘maps a 
‘malak', equally used for ‘angel’ and ‘Messenger’ alike. Such Post-Christian 
Greek could also use ‘aggelia’ or ‘aggelio' in the sense of Hebrew-Aramaic 
‘malakiit' or 'malakiit', originally a 'message’, to denote a 'Divine' Message 
transmitted through an Angel of God, which is linguistically quite normal, 
But, under the unfortunately overwhelming influence of such Nicene. 
adapted Greek Gospels, construing Greek 'euaggelion’, 'good Message’, in 
terms of 'good news’ brought by Jesus concerning universal salvation of 
mankind through his own death on the cross, there had also to be in the 
same Evangelic sense certain compound '‘neologisms', such as new Greek 
‘euaggelos', composed of ‘eu-’, ‘good’, and ‘aggelos'’, ‘angel’ or ‘Messenger’, 
curiously to denote ‘bringer of good news’, and also a verb, e.g., euaggellein, 
to bring good news about, etc. All such 'neologisms', however, are in no 
way binding either on pre-Patristic Greek, or even on Jesus’s or genuine 
disciples’ own utterances in Hebrew-Aramaic, later mistranslated or 
misconstrued. 


Indeed, how Jesus could have uttered in Hebrew the name of his 
book, the Evangel, occurring 'Injil' in the Koran? Had he meant 'Good 
message’ or ‘Message Proper’, the primary sense readily derivable from 
such compound 'neologism’, i.e. new Greek 'euaggelion', correctly con- 
_ strued, then he would have uttered in fact Hebrew ‘malakiit toba’, or even 
‘malakiit hemed’, nearest to 'malakiit Ahemed’, proclaiming the forthcom- 
_ ing advent of ‘Mohammad’, which was in fact one central element in Jesus’s 
in the Koranic sense [see, Kor. As-Saff (The Ranks): 6]. But, had 
Jesus, meant the Hebrew equivalent of ‘euaggelion' as misconstrued in 


E 
& 
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ios & the 
tical Greeks 'good news’, then, instead, he would have 


if 2gias 


a. pocl€ pesora effectively used in Modern Hebrew translations of 
“eW 


je only for the debate’s sake, that Jesus himself uttered 
Git 30" % eyebrews meaning precisely ‘good news’ regardless, for the 

t the rrect, or incorrect, Greek rendering in the Gospels, 
Hebrew ‘besora’, i.e. good news, have been about? 


bah ifican 
W sone be i i 
os ‘ "ted his mission, the day his forerunner, John the Baptist, was 
stat’ 


sic corded in Mark’s as follows: "Now after John was arrested, 
: as "Galilee, preaching the Gospel of God, and saying, "The time 

g, and the kingdom of God is at hand; repent and believe in the 
ed, 4 


fil Mark. |; 14-15]. Here, we notice the following: 


(aS ‘good news in the above quotation ‘preaching the Gospel 
" al Greek: kerusson to euaggelion tou Theou), we should 


, as 
me jnt 


could ‘ 
a q’, using the correct translation of Greek ‘aggelion’, ie. message, 


not ‘news’. As to the commendatory augment 'eu-', good, it is most 
probably an affix added later by disciples and their followers or even 
those after them honoring Jesus’s message, as do Muslims in respect of 
the Koran, saying "The Glorious Koran’, etc., no more no less, Again, 
‘preaching’ in the above saying is false and misleading translation of 
Greek ‘'kerusson', from Greek ‘kerussein’, essentially to ‘proclaim’, 
‘herald’, etc., not to ‘preach’, coming into English through French 
'précher' through Latin 'praedicare’, lit., to say in front of, e.g., a public, 
whence, to proclaim. Since the only binding is the Greek original 
text, where 'kerusson’ means not ‘preaching’ but rather ‘proclaiming’, 
‘heralding’, 'forerunning’, from Greek ‘kerussein’, to proclaim, herald, 
forerun, etc., Jesus could have been ‘proclaiming his own message from 
God’, or even ‘heralding or forerunning the forthcoming Messenger of 
ani ie. Mohammad, blessed be all God’s Prophets and Messengers. 

was only under the influence of church authorities construing 
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Greek ‘euaggelion' in terms of 'good news' that 'to preach’ and ; 
equivalent in European languages acquired such special Meanj ad 
to teach or sermon. In Arabic translations by Orthodox Christian f 
for example, the triliteral used is KRZ, which is not Arabic at all 
borrowed from Biblical Aramaic“ meaning (only in Aramaic not j 
Hebrew) 'to cry out’ or 'to herald’, from which Aramaic 'karéz', herat 
forerunner, etc. If one cares to look up in one’s English dictionary the 
etymology and origins of English 'kerygma’, one will find that it is in 
fact a word borrowed from Greek ‘kerugma’, proclamation, etc,, from 
same Greek 'kerussein’, to proclaim, etc., taken in turn from Greek 
‘kerux’, a herald, etc., akin to Biblical Aramaic ‘karéz’, first foung hy 
the book of Daniel, written during the Babylonian captivity, around 
the late sixth century B.C., well before the invasion by Alexander the 
Great subjecting the Persian empire. This entitles us to believe that 
such Aramaic loanword, i.e. Biblical Aramaic 'karéz' was borrowed 
directly from the Persian language, having the word in common with 
the Greek, or perhaps the Greek 'kerux' (base of Greek ‘kerussein’) 
was born in Greek through Persian (of same linguistic family) or 
vice versa. We are also told in the English dictionary under English 
'kerygma’ that the remote origin of the word is hypothetical Indo- 
European ‘kar’, meaning to praise loudly, which entitles us to believe 
that the herald meant by Greek 'kerux' was a herald of 'good news’, not 
bad ones. Hence, the Greek ‘kerussein' would be to cry out or proclaim 
good news. If Jesus actually uttered Hebrew 'Besora’, the Evangelists 
would have written ‘eukerugma’, not ‘euaggelion'. Such analysis was 
not of course beyond the reach of Greek scholars contemporaries of 
Nicene Council, but the Grecophone church managed to insist on the 
following two formulas: Euaggelion = Good News, and Kerussein = 
To preach or teach the Gospel, or these same 'good news’, which, for 
the least, is redundant. 


2) As to what these 'good news' were about, Evangelic Jesus told us in 
the above quotation that the ‘kingdom’ is forthcoming and at hand: 
"The time is fulfilled and the kingdom of God is at hand" and, 


> but 


(1) See, under KRZ, The Analytical Hebrew & Chaldee Lexicon, op. cit., P. 393. 
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a fh a 
_ ates rpepentt and believe in the ‘good news’, namely, believe 


ry yest * guch ‘kingdom’, or more precisely, ‘the kingdom 
Pre Foci translating original Greek 'basileia tou Theou’, 
py, cort Hebrew translations of Greek Gospels by Hebrew 
Ge” od iD ceil equivalent of English ‘kingdom’, That is, had 
t ‘kingdom’ he would have uttered such Hebrew 
Greek ‘basileia' throughout. To be true, such 
city God’, OF Hebrew 'malekiit ha-elohim’, never occurred 
gom Cig pible, in the sense given to it in Christianity, ‘the 
age in any sense at all. Granted, however, that Jesus 
ere r me ‘neologism’, 'malekiit ha-elohim’ or 'malekiit Yehwa’, 
poder | God, to denote the "Hereafter', where God will be the 
ing om ain of the universe, dismissing, once and for all, all other 
soe gover’ _... including Satan, deemed 'prince of this world’ in the 
sal Kor aoe (cf. John. XVI: 11], he, Evangelic Jesus, could 
pyangeli© oe ‘che time is fulfilled and the kingdom of God is at hand’, 
not have sé ise he avowedly declared that he himself knew not of 
ich hour, only known to God and prescheduled by Him 


akist > an 
pale ally Oe 
5 F. written ™ 


ly 


God’, her 
it was ‘at han ; 

anted that he knew tt he could not have expected his audience to 
gr 


igejoice’ in the ‘good news’ he was preaching (if we concede that Greek 
‘euaggelion' really means ‘good news' as alleged), i.e. to believe that 
the end of the world was at hand. Indeed, he did not say, "Rejoice, and 
believe in the Good News (gospel)", but he said, "Repent, and believe 
in the ‘euaggelion", which is categoric that Evangelic ‘euaggelion’ 
(Gospel) could by no means be construed as 'Good News’, since any 
living human, even a Prophet of the most righteous, a true believer in 
God and in the Day of Judgment could not be certain in this world of, 
but merely hopes for, the good outcome of that Day for his own self 
until God will have finished judging His creatures, sentencing some 
to Eternal Bliss and others to Eternal Torment. But Jesus could have 
said, 'malakiit Yehwa’, i.e. ‘message of God’, misheard or misread in 
‘erms of 'malekiit Yehwa’, ‘kingdom of God’, by which ‘message of 
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ry yest * guch ‘kingdom’, or more precisely, ‘the kingdom 
Pre Foci translating original Greek 'basileia tou Theou’, 
py, cort Hebrew translations of Greek Gospels by Hebrew 
Ge” od iD ceil equivalent of English ‘kingdom’, That is, had 
t ‘kingdom’ he would have uttered such Hebrew 
Greek ‘basileia' throughout. To be true, such 
city God’, OF Hebrew 'malekiit ha-elohim’, never occurred 
gom Cig pible, in the sense given to it in Christianity, ‘the 
age in any sense at all. Granted, however, that Jesus 
ere r me ‘neologism’, 'malekiit ha-elohim’ or 'malekiit Yehwa’, 
poder | God, to denote the "Hereafter', where God will be the 
ing om ain of the universe, dismissing, once and for all, all other 
soe gover’ _... including Satan, deemed 'prince of this world’ in the 
sal Kor aoe (cf. John. XVI: 11], he, Evangelic Jesus, could 
pyangeli© oe ‘che time is fulfilled and the kingdom of God is at hand’, 
not have sé ise he avowedly declared that he himself knew not of 
ich hour, only known to God and prescheduled by Him 
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anted that he knew tt he could not have expected his audience to 
gr 


igejoice’ in the ‘good news’ he was preaching (if we concede that Greek 
‘euaggelion' really means ‘good news' as alleged), i.e. to believe that 
the end of the world was at hand. Indeed, he did not say, "Rejoice, and 
believe in the Good News (gospel)", but he said, "Repent, and believe 
in the ‘euaggelion", which is categoric that Evangelic ‘euaggelion’ 
(Gospel) could by no means be construed as 'Good News’, since any 
living human, even a Prophet of the most righteous, a true believer in 
God and in the Day of Judgment could not be certain in this world of, 
but merely hopes for, the good outcome of that Day for his own self 
until God will have finished judging His creatures, sentencing some 
to Eternal Bliss and others to Eternal Torment. But Jesus could have 
said, 'malakiit Yehwa’, i.e. ‘message of God’, misheard or misread in 
‘erms of 'malekiit Yehwa’, ‘kingdom of God’, by which ‘message of 


—— 


22 7 The Onomastic Miracle in the Koran 


God' Jesus referred to the forthcoming ‘Mohammad, Pre-annoy 
by all previous Prophets, and, whence, ‘good news' for any follows 
Moses, but obscured in the Jewish Messianic legend as stated - 
For ‘Gospel’ to mean ‘good news’, Jesus should have Preache, 
the ‘kingdom of God at hand; but rather the ‘forthcoming ag 
Mohammad’. 


r of 
lier, 
4, not 
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3) In the same logic, Greek ‘euaggelion’, speaking in purely linguist 
terms, is simply ‘good message’, never ‘good news’ as alleged, my 
which 'good message’, we should, again, understand the sea] of God’, 
Messages to mankind, i.e. that of the Prophet Mohammad whose 
forthcoming advent Jesus was in fact preaching. 


4) Finally, to believe that Jesus did really foretell the imminent coming 

of the kingdom of God: "The time is fulfilled, and the kingdom of 
God is at hand" is simply ridiculing of the great Prophet Jesus, simply 
because two full millenniums have now passed since his ascension 
into Heaven around 29 A.D., and ‘the time is not yet fulfilled’ ag 
asserted. Jesus could only have been foretelling ‘Mohammad’, who 
followed him indeed only six hundred years later around 609 AD,, 
not the 'Kingdom of God’, still as far from us as God, only God, 
knows. In this respect, either Jesus was making fool of his public, 
then he, God forbid, was an impostor, or his sayings as recorded in 
those Gospels were distorted, mistranslated or misunderstood, In 
fact, we are told in those Gospels that even after Jesus’s ascension, 
disciples were convinced that the 'Kingdom of God' or at least Jesus's 
second coming near the end of the world was likely to take place 
immediately, but the so-called prophecy did not come true in their 
time, and they all died without seeing it, contrary to another famous 
saying of Jesus: "Truly, I say to you, this generation will not pass away 
before all these things (signs foreboding the Last Day) take place." 
(Mark. XIII: 30]. Here, the sayer of such statement, whoever may be, 
was evidently either misquoted, or NOT Jesus, since God’s Prophets 
are simply incapable of telling untruth. 


I am of course aware that the foregoing analysis, although based on 
sound logic and pure linguistics, is hardly appealing, if not in fact appalling, 
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sf a Hebrew triliteral GLY (identical in the Aramaic but JLW in 
prom pib en ally to clear, make clear, manifest, etc., we have Biblical 


vs ey ‘on’, in the sense ot ‘mirror’, ‘looking-glass’, occurring in the 
vse E saith i.e. ‘mirrors, for example in "Is. II; 23 (q.v.)". Adding 
a ere definite article hl leh seconding to Hebre grata 
P fixes joubling initial 'g in gely6n’, we immediately have Hebrew ‘hag- 
‘es ga «he mirror’. 

ayo - participle from such Hebrew GLY is 'galiiy’, ie. made clear, 
The Bg iy jaliyy’, ‘bayyin’, etc. 

evident a 


ysed 10 
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peing the Divine Name, as we do assert, given to Jesus's book containing 
Divine Revelations received by him from God, such 'Hag-Gelyén' would 
imply mean either ‘the Book-Mirror, or ‘the Most Evident’, Arabic 'Al- 
jaliyy’, or ‘Al-Bayyin’. 

Amazing enough, we read in the so-called ‘Barnabas’ Gospel’, attributed 
to Apostle Barnabas, but vehemently discredited by the church as soon as it 
appeared in the late eighteenth century A.D., the following interpretation” 


(1) lam translating from the Arabic version of Barnabas’ Gospel, the sole version under 
my hand. 
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by Jesus himself expenining the origin of Greek 'euaggelion’, i.€. Bya 
"Thereupon the disciples said, "Truly, God has spoken through you, Pi 
one has ever spoken as you do speak’. eige answered, 'Believe me, When at 
chose me to send me to the House of Israel, He gave me a book resembj; 
a pure mirror which went down into my heart, so that everything : » 
comes out from such book; once this book is wholly spelt out from 2 
mouth, I shall ascend away from this world’. Peter said, ‘Master, what 4 
are saying now, is it written in that book?’, Jesus replied, Everything 1 
say in behalf of knowing God, serving God, xO man’s education and for 
the salvation of mankind, all of it comes out from this book which is my 
Evangel." [Barnabas. CLXVIII; 1-5]"”. Nothing, indeed, could be go clear 
and straight to the point as such explanation of the word Evangel! by the 
one to whom the ‘Evangel’ was revealed: It is the 'book-mirror', Hebrew 
'Hassefer Haggelyén', the most evident. 

How was such Jesus’s Hebrew ‘Haggely6n' transliterated into Greek 
alphabet in those four adopted Greek Gospels? Literally, indeed, letter 
by letter, but inevitably dropping initial ‘h’, impossible in Greek; whence, 
Greek ‘aggelion' for Hebrew ‘haggelyén’. 

Although written in Greek with doubled 'g' just as it sounds in the 
original Hebrew, Hebrew 'Haggelyn', becoming '‘Aggelion' in Greek, had 
to be uttered by Grecophones 'Angelion' conforming to Greek phonetical 

necessity pronouncing 'ng' for written ‘gg’. 

Naturally, of course, initial aspiration in original Hebrew ‘haggelyén! 
could have been retained in Greek script by means of a diacritical mark on 
the now initial vowel ‘a' Grecized 'Aggelion’. However, such initial aspiration 

was suppressed once and for all, as stated earlier, through the prefixed 
augment ‘eu-' i.e. good, proper, etc., added by Evangelists to spell out a 
commendation of the Gospel by earlier Christians, such as postpositive 
Hebrew ‘Tob' or 'Hemed', good or pleasant, etc., whence, eu-aggelion for 


Hebrew ‘haggelyon hattob’, or ‘haggelyén hemed'. + 
(1) Barnabas’ Gospel, Arabic version, published by Mohammad Sobeih & Sons Press, Al- 
Azhar, Cairo, Egypt, 1958, pp. 257-258, 7 RO 
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It could be retorted, of course, that 'Al-Bayyinat’ in such and s 
Jesus-related Koranic Verses is not intended to onomastically ontaa 
non-Arab ‘Injil’ but rather, as construed by former Koran exegetes in 
of ‘clear proofs’, a reference to Jesus's overwhelming miracles Performeg 

in certification of his Messengership from God. But the miraculous Ko. 
rejects such hypothesis in the following Koranic Verse: = 


{And when Jesus came with Al-Bayyindat (the Gospel), he said, 
"I have come to you with wisdom, and in order to make clear 
to you some of the controversies in which you differ."} 
[Kor. Az-Zokrof (Decoration): 63] 
Here, ‘miracles' as understood from Koranic ‘Al-Bayyinat' coy d 
absolutely not be called 'wisdom' or the 'obviation' of controversies dividi 
the Jews. Koranic 'Al-Bayyiniat'’, lit., 'self-evidences' is, no doubt, Koran 
miraculous onomastic translation of Jesus's Evangel correctly construed, 


O Speaker of the Koran! Glorified be You, the Almighty, the Aj). 
Knowing! 
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Also, it should be noted that Hebrew disbelievers in Jesus could hot 
him 'Ham-Magiah’, ie. the Messiah or Christ, so as to call his followers 
‘Mesihim’, i.e. Christians, for the one good reason that it was Precisely such 
Messiahship that they denied in Jesus. For them, he was not the expected 
deliverer of the Jews according to the Messianic legend. So, they did Not cal] 
him Jesus-Christ, 'Yegiia’ Ham-Masiah’, but Jesus of Nazareth, 'Yegija‘ Han. 
Noseri’, As we know, it was in Nazareth and the whole Galilee that Jesus 
began his mission and chose his first disciples; so, they were called after 
their master, the ‘Nazarene’, Hebrew 'Han-Noseri’, plural Han-Noseriny’ 
also ‘Nasrani’, and 'Nasranim', preaching the new religion which had to 
derive its name from ‘Nazareth’, the town Jesus came from, that is, Hebrew 
‘Naseriit’, i.e. Christianity or Christianism. 


Thus, the name of Jesus’s religion was born in Hebrew Palestine, the 
cradle of Christianity, i.e., Hebrew 'Naseriit', Christianity, and its followers, 
Hebrew '‘Noserim' or ‘Nasranim’, Christians, the subject-matter of oyr 
present onomastic note. From Hebrew Palestine, Christianity spread to 
whole Arabia six centuries before the Koran in its Semitic form. Hence, 
the Koranic 'An-Nasira’ (singular. 'Nasraniyy’) is originally a gentile 
designating those who inhabit, or come from, An-Nasera(t)', Hebrew 
"Naserat', Nazareth. However, since Jesus-Christ, such term is conventionally 
restricted to describe any 'Christian' regardless of his or her origins, 


Since 'An-Nasara’ is substituted in the whole Koran for ‘Christians’, which 
does not occur anywhere in the Koranic text, or in Arabic speech or writings 
until recent decades when the Arabs, overwhelmed by 19" century military 
and cultural European conquest, began to learn from, and imitate, their con- 
querors, our present onomastic note on the ‘Christians’ will deal instead with 
the Koranic 'An-Nasara’, standing in the Koran for the English ‘Christians’. 


It should be noted, however, that both the Modern Arabic 
'Masihiyy’, ie. Christian, and the Koranic 'Nasraniyy’, ie. Nazarene, are 
not different in any respect as to attributing Jesus's faith to its founder, the 
Messiah Jesus son of Mary who is himself reputed to be the ‘Nazarene’, 
or Jesus of Nazareth, except that the latter, Nazarene or the Koranic 
'Nasraniyy’, has some advantage over the former, Christian or Modern Arabic 
'Masihiyy’ in that 'Christs', or 'anointed-ones', Hebrew ‘mesihim', are 
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The Koranic 'Nasraniyy , plural 'Nasara’, i.e. 'Nazarenes’, which designates 
‘christians’, followers of Jesus-Christ, was currently used by pre-Koranic 
Arabs six hundred years before the Koran, i.e. since Christianity was born 
in Palestine, as a loan-word Arabicizing the original Hebrew ‘Noseri, plural 
‘Noserim’, or 'Nasrani’, plural 'Nasranim’, which is originally a gentile from 
the Hebrew ‘Naserat', i.e. Nazareth’, to which Jesus and earlier disciples 
belonged. Pre-Koranic Arabs had also heard of such Galilean small town 
named ‘Nazareth’, Hebrew ‘Naserat', Arabicized into 'An-Nasera(t)’, or even 
‘Nasran’, from which Arabic ‘Nasraniyy’, ie. Nazareneisderived, =» 


Under the circumstances, the Koran did not need at all to give 
ts Piel explanation of the word ‘An-Nasara’ according to the 
arg: adopted in the present research, since the term was already 

wn to the Arabs. oe rn - 
Pe of being Semitic, the Hebrew and Aramaic triliteral NSR, from 
© Proper name 'Naserat', Nazareth, is derived, is not identical in 
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semantic denotation to the Arabic triliteral NSR, notwithstanding 
conformity in sound and script. Indeed, the Arabic NSR, meaning to hel 
succor, etc., has nothing to do with the Hebrew and Aramaic NSR, mean P, 
to watch, guard, preserve, keep, observe, as a law, etc. Had not the Kor 
cared to give the very meaning of the Hebrew and Aramaic NSR, rind 
is different from the Arabic NSR, Koran exegetes, uneducated enou. 
in Hebrew and Aramaic, would have mistaken, as indeed some did, the 
origin of the Koranic 'Nasraniyy’ and 'Nasara’ in terms of the Arabic Ng 
R, ie. Arabic ‘Nasir’, meaning helper, etc., not in terms of the Hebrew and 
Aramaic NSR, i.e. guard, watch, observant, etc. Yet, until the publication o¢ 
the present work, which’isceoncerned with demonstrating the onomastic 
miracle in the Koran, Arab and non-Arab scholars were in no position to 


grasp such onomastic explanation. 


The name of such small town ‘Nazareth’, Hebrew 'Na’serat’, is built, no 
doubt, from the Hebrew-Aramaic NSR, and modeled on the present participle 
form in the feminine singular (as describing a town, Hebrew “ir', a feminine 
noun), from which, Hebrew ‘nosera’ (Aramaic ‘nasera') and, with appended 
final 't’, 'Naserat are derived’. This is to say that the very meaning of the name 
given to such small town, Nazareth, is indeed ‘the town whose inhabitants 
strictly observe the law, customs, traditions, etc.. It should be remembered 

that the name ‘Nazarene’ was given to an early sect of Christians of Jewish 
origin who continued to observe much of the Mosaic Law. 


No doubt that such primary notion of ‘watching’, ‘observance’, etc., in 
the name ‘Nazareth’, influenced the mutation from Aramaicizing 'nasera 
(observant, in the feminine gender) to the pure Hebrew ‘nosera’ in the 
same sense. Hence, the Hebrew ‘Noseri', Nazarene, has been mutated to 
the Hebrew-Aramaic ‘Nasrani’, which are equally used in the same sense 
by modern Hebrews. 


It is paradoxical enough to notice that Jewish disbelievers in Jesus, 
who belittled ‘the man from Nazareth’ by calling him 'Han-Noseri’ » the 
Nazarene, were precisely by doing so unconsciously exulting in him, and 
in his followers whom they called 'Noserim’, i.e. 'Nazarenes'’, their faithful 
observance of the Word of God in Moses's Torah, the observers of theit 
covenant with God, 'Noseré Berito' in Biblical Hebrew. xy ad iolee 
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In margin of the present onomastic note on the Christians, we 
should now tackle, as promised, the Koranic 'Al-Hawariyyiin’, the name 
given in the Koran to Jesus's disciples, Evangelic ‘mathetai, Hebrew 
‘talmidim’, i.e. ‘pupils’ (in the Hebrew version of adopted Greek Gospels), 
also Arabic 'talamid’, i.e. ‘pupils’, in all Arabic translations of Greek Gospels 
by Christian Arabs. Pat onciol BF 


It should be noted, however, that such 'Al-Hawariyyiin was not b 


ae the Arabs before the Koran. It is undoubtedly a ‘neologism' introd 
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Pils; rather, it is an erudite translation of the original Aramaic ‘habarin’, 
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' ent : i companions, boy-fri 
pronounced ‘havarin"”, meaning associates, p » Doy-friendg, 


translation to designate the disciples of Jesus, the 
fies to Koran Divine Credibility, Tp the 
les in their own vernacular to correct 


By such unprecedented 
Almighty Speaker in the Koran testi 


absence of any writings by the disciples 19 ™ 
Evangelic Greek 'mathetés', learner OF disciple, none except the Eterna] 


Witness would have known that, among themselves, the earnest 8toup, 
who were mostly composed of too young men followed Jesus at the ve 
beginning of his mission, addressed each other ‘ their Aramaic dialect 
as ‘habarin' (pronounce: ‘havarin’), i.e. ‘intimates’, and not the Hebrew 
‘talmidim' (translated as the Evangelic ‘mathetai’), i.e. disciples. 


I humbly recognize that I am not at all the first scholar to decipher the 
Koranic 'Al-Hawariyyiin’ in terms of the Aramaic ‘havarin’. But those who 
did it contented themselves with a noticeable sound resemblance between 
the Koranic ‘hawariyy' and the Aramaic ‘habar’, admitting, rightly of course, 
that phonetical necessities were behind the change of the middle 'v' soung 
in the Aramaic ‘havar' into the middle 'w’ sound in the Koranic ‘hawariyy’, 
However, they were unable to etymologize the latter in Arabic terms, 

The solution I am trying to give to this question highly testifies to Koran’s 
unattainable scholarship. I think that the first ‘successful’ attempt to give 
the origins of the Koranic 'Al-Hawariyyiin' from the Arabic language is 
stated in the forthcoming few lines. 


GH 


Up to the publication of the present work, all Arabists and Koran exegetes 
failed to pierce the correct meaning of the Koranic ‘Al-Hawariyyiin’' (plural 
of 'Hawariyy’) in terms of the Arabic language, due to the fact that the 
Arabic triliteral HWR, the only possible root of such Koranic word, has 
two distinct and wide different meanings included in the Koran: 


(1) To come back or to return. rors Pe 


(1) The undoubled letter 'b', when preceded by a vowel sound, pronounces ‘v’ in the 
Hebrew and in the Aramaic. Beit a 
(2) This term occurs in the Koranic Verse: "Ennahu zanna an lan yahiira”, ie. {"He (the 
 nonbeliever) thought he would not return (unto God)."} (Kor. Al-Engeqaq (The 
su) otiins zi iin: igang 
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and to establish it in terms of the Aramaic ‘havar' in the sense of in 
companion. This is because Az-Zobayr, the cousin and Companion af 
Prophet, was neither a bleacher nor a fisherman. It is true that som 
Jesus's twelve disciples were fishermen, but none of them was a ble e 
Moreover, white uniform is absolutely not de rigueur for fishermen, oe 
the other hand, Az-Zobayr could not be singled out all alone from all th 
Prophet's companions for the epithet 'Al-Hawariyy’, which is understoog 
as a clean-hearted or zealous supporter, for the one good reason that all th 
Prophet’s companions without exception had such merit. 


Indeed, Az-Zobayr, may God be pleased with all the Prophey, 
Companions, could only be distinguished from other earlier companions 
of the Prophet in one precise respect: He was a teenager (about gj 
years old) when he embraced the new religion preached by his illustrioy, 
cousin whom he used to follow as his shadow. Such characteristic, the close 
young companion, was indeed Az-Zobayr’s proper“. Inasmuch as it righ; 
availed him the title given him by the Prophet, Al-Hawariyy, it also supplies, 
as we shall soon see, the purest definition of such neologism introduced 
by the Koran to eruditely translate the Aramaic ‘havar', as meaning the 
intimate companion or boy-friend, which is still used in this precise sense 
in Modern Hebrew. 


Designating Jesus’s disciples by such 'neologism’, Al-Hawariyyin, the 
Koran was not ‘Arabicizing’, through mere meaningless transcription, the 
original Aramaic 'Havarin', which means intimate companions or boy- 
friends, as thought by those very few modern Arabists who discovered the _ 
sound resemblance between the Koranic 'Hawariyyiin' and the Aramaic 
'Havarin’. According to Arabic phonology, the middle ‘v' sound in the 
Aramaic 'Havar' had to be changed into the 'w' sound in the Koranic 
‘hawariyy’. Yet, in such ‘transcription’ hypothesis, the suffixal ending '-iyy, 
which is the sign of assimilation in the Arabic that equals the English ‘like _ 
such as in 'scholarlike’, etc., as if to say ‘havar-like', is misleading, out of — 
(1) The same does not apply, of course, to the other more famous cousin and companion 

of Mohammad (PBUH), his son-in-law, Aly, the fourth caliph and first person of the 
male sex to embrace Islam, because, then only ten years old, living in - 
house under his care, he was too young and too close to be ‘companion’ proper. — 
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ver, why Greek Evangelists, in p, 
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Our reader might wonder, howe 
Matthew, who is himself a ‘havar', co 
etc, in translating such Aramaic ‘havar', intimate friend, etc., insisting o, 
the Greek ‘mathetés', ie. ‘disciple’ throughout? The answer, indeed, ig quite 
simple: They wrote in Greek for Greek readership already accustomeg 
to the notion ‘disciple’ denoting a follower of a school of thought, such 
as Socrates’ Plato’s, Aristotle's, etc., where the Greek 'mathetés' ori 
means a ‘learner’, one who accompanies another for this precise PUrpose, 
not to ‘befriend’, but to ‘learn’ from him, as a ‘pupil’ learns from a ‘master’ 
Thus, with its properly Greek connotations, 'mathetés' (disciple) fo, 
Grecophones was the most fitted translation of the original Aramaic ‘havar', 
while the unprecedented Koranic ‘hawariyy’, for Arabophones proper, was 
unattainably the best onomastic explanation of the Aramaic ‘havar'. 


Praise be unto Thee, the Speaker in the Koran, the Almighty and the 
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i Babylon. I mean, those of them who, under the Persian king Cyrus, 
ie return in 538 B.C. to Jerusalem Preferring to Stay in Babylon to reap 
eearthly gains or make use of the unexpected upturn in Persian politics 
lofa sudden favoring the Jews. 


Under Babylonian influence, the religious beliefs of 
who were originally strict monotheists, 


heritage and Babylonian star-worship. 
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soon became a mix of the Biblical 
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abandon deep-rooted monotheism 
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veneration, cherishing the awkward belief in celestial bodies BoVerning 
sublunar world, which is found even in Aristotle's cosmologica, the 
where the First Mover is assisted with some fifty-two celestial anata 
to keep the cosmos going, It is also the very basis of the art of forete es 
future events through pseudoscientific study of star-positions on the 


which still in vogue up to the present time. “Oiling, 


A trace of such astrolatrous influence is found in the Hebrew-B, 
name ‘Mordecai Hebrew ‘Mordekay’, foster-father of Esther, the Jewish Wife 
of the Persian king, who, thanks to such marriage schemed or arranged 
her foster-father, could save her people from slaughter by Haman [cf | 
Il: 5 et seq.]. The name ‘Mordekay’ is adjectivally built from the Hebrew 
"Merodak’, the name of the planet ‘Mars’. Hence, it means ‘worshipper of the 
planet Mars’, identical to Latin ‘Marcus’ and English "Mark’, the Very name 
given to the compiler of the second Gospel of Jesus! Moreover, the name 
of such Jewish heroine, Esther, or 'Estér' in Hebrew script, is not Hebrew 
at all; rather, it is a Hebraized form of Old Persian 'sitarek', which ]j 
means ‘star’, It is not less true that Babylonian currents of thought dominated 
the ancient world. Deification of celestial bodies, or rather identification of 
pagan deities with celestial bodies, was common currency both in Greece and 
Rome, where Babylonian deities inspired, by name and function, both Greek 
and Roman mythologies, such as Greek Aphrodite for Assyro-Babylonian 
‘Ishtar’, 'Ashtoreth’, or 'Astarte’, to which the Romans identified their ‘Venus, 
equally worshipped in ancient Rome. Names of such Babylonian deities 
occurred frequently in the Jewish Bible even before the Babylonian invasion 
in 586 B.C., where the cult by some Jews of Babylonian deities was vehemently 
decried. Such crooked exercise by originally monotheistic people, ie. Jews 
of Palestine, betrayed itself even in Matthew's Gospel, where the so-called / 
disciple of Jesus welcomed the Magian prophecy of Jesus's birth by the three ) 
Magi who came to worship the infant Jesus whose ‘star’ they saw in heavens r 
[cf. Matt. II: 2] in a self-betraying attempt to support Jesus's ‘credentials’ by 
such star-venerators’ testimony. Indeed, all through the first three cel 
A.D., the Christian church had to fight against all sorts of Babyl 
influenced heretical dogmas and ‘gospels’. Yet, undoubtedly throug 
Hebrew linguistic identification of angels with celestial bodies in the E blical 
oe Hebrew ‘sabi’ and 'sebabt', meaning ‘angels’ and ‘celestial bodies’, Be by loni 
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derived from the unused Hebrew KBB, in the 'pilpel' form KBKBW, b 
surviving in the Arabic, meaning originally to roll up, but also to knock 
down, and by extension, to gather up, to host, to crowd, from which the 
Arabic 'kabkaba', ie. a group of people compactly united together, ‘ 
derived, It is from such notion of hosting or crowding in the Arabic KBkp 
that the Arabic 'kawkab', the cognate of the Hebrew ‘kokab’, ie, stay oe 
planet, was derived in my own opinion, against most Arabists who deriveg 
the Arabic word from the hypothetical Arabic KKB, from which the Arabic 
‘kawkab’, star or planet™, is allegedly derived with substituting the 'w' for 
the middle ‘k’ in the hypothetical KKB, devised for the occasion, and from 
which KWKB, in the quadrilateral repetitive intensive form, Meaning to 
sprinkle, especially of beaten iron is derived. According to such artificial 
etymology, the Arabic noun ‘kawkab', as a name given to celestial bodies, 
would be taken from the notion ‘twinkling’ not from the notion ‘host' or 
‘crowd'. Hence, 'kawkab' would originally mean a ‘twinkling object’, To my 
mind, the hypothesized quadrilateral KWKB, meaning to sprinkle, said of 
iron sprinkling when beaten, is rather a back-formation from the Arabic 
‘kawkab’, i.e. a star or planet, by assimilation to celestial bodies sprinkling 


in a starry night. 

Indeed, under an almost year-long cloudless sky in the wilderness of the 
desert, heavens at night presents an awesomely majestic sight to the naked- 
eye spectator, where the notion ‘twinkling’, which is only discernible with 
regard to a singly observed glittering star, is completely overshadowed by 
the overwhelmingly huge 'crowdedness' of heavens with such bright silver 
color spotted coating and piercing the total darkness of the unfathomable 
space. Such view depicts a host of countless soldiers who suddenly reappear 
every night to conquer the dark, until the reappearance of the sun, king of 
the day. Hence, the Arabic word proper for ‘star’, i.e. '‘najm' (plural ‘nojiim’), 

is inapplicable to planets. Arabic 'najm' means the reappearing-one, from 
the Arabic triliteral NJM, unexisting in the Hebrew as meaning to appear, 
a het 


(1) Ibid., loc. cit. air 
(2) The Koran uses 'Al-Kawakib' for both stars and planets [cf. Kor. As-Saffat (The Rangers): 


6], reserving 'An-Nojiim’ for stars proper. It is only in modern scientific language that 
the distinction became strictly observed. ; ba Aah 
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In such single instance where 'Al-Majiis’ is mentioned in the Ko 
it occurred, as we must have noticed, unexplained by any of the Ko 
six onomastic instruments according to our method adopted all alon, 
the present research, as a sole exception to the re herein demonstra 
In fact, it is an exception to which we may add, in some sense, the Name 
‘Haman’, within the limits stated earlier concerning Pharaohis chief-prieg. 
in our foregoing onomastic note on the name ‘Haman’ (q.v.). 


Tan, | 


Yet, as perfect sole representatives of the theological ‘dualism’ in the 
whole history of religion, Magians occurred, unnamed, another once ina 
too subtle Koranic reference addressing the dualists paying worship to ‘two! 
conflicting ‘gods’, lest the one or the other be raged against them, exhorting 


dualists to fear only the One True God: 


{"And God said (O mankind!): "Take not (the cult of) two 
gods (in worship, etc.). Verily, He (God) is (the) only One 
God. Then, fear Me (God) much. To Him (God) belongs all 
that is in the heavens and (all that is in) the earth and Ad-Din 
Wasiba (Religion) is His [(i.e. perpetual sincere obedience to 
God is obligatory). None has the right to be worshipped but 
God)]. Will you then fear any other than God? And whatever 
of blessings and good things you have, it is from God. Then, 
when harm touches you, unto Him you cry aloud for help. 
Then, when He has removed the harm from you, behold! 
Some of you associate others in worship with their Lord. 
So (as a result of that) they deny (with ungratefulness) that 
(God's Favors) which We have bestowed on them! Then enjoy 
yourselves (your short stay), but you will come to know (with 4 
regrets)."} [Kor. An-Nahl (The Bees): 51-55]. 


Nonetheless, by 'Al-Majiis', Magians, which occurs only once in the 
Koran [Kor. Al-Hajj (The Pilgrimage): 17], the Koran does not name 
the Zoroastrians after their so-called Prophet, Zoroaster, but after their 
priesthood. The 'Magi’, literally means the able-ones or the clever-ones. It is 
derived from the Old Persian ‘magus’ or the Iranian ‘magu-', which is most 
probably derived from the Indo-European base ‘magh’, meaning to be able, _ 
the origin of the German 'mégen! which equals the English ‘may, ‘magic, 
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worshippers, since there would be no 'Miracle of Omniscience: 
such explanation, let alone the fact that the Arabic language had 
any synonymous word by which to give such pedantically redundar 
and unneeded explanation. t 


Perhaps, out of possible anti-Persian bias, some older Koran eXegetes £ 
reported to have understood the Koranic 'Majiis' in terms of the Bening 
Arabic 'Najiis' which is derived from the Arabic triliteral NJs, Meanin “ 
be profane, unclean and filthy (in the religious sense) with substitutin 
'n' for the initial 'm' in 'Majiis'. Such unscholarly attempt, by those hard] 
serious exegetes, apparently aimed to defile the paternal memory of their 
Muslim opponents of the Persico-Magian descent which might have been 
based, wrongly of course, on the following Koranic Verse: 


{"O you who believed® (in God's Oneness andin His Messenger 
(Mohammad)! Verily, the Musrikiin (i.e. the polytheists, 
pagans, idolaters, disbelievers in the Oneness of God, and in 
the Message of Mohammad) are filth. So let them not come 
near Al-Masjid Al-Hardm (Inviolable Mosque at Mecca) after 


this year,..."} [Kor. At-Tawbah (Repentance): 28] 


This Verse was revealed at Medina in the 9" year of Hijrah included in 
one of the Koran’s last Suras [At-Tawbah] in the aftermath of Meccan total 
surrender in the month of Ramadan of the 8" Hijri year which resulted in 
reopening the Sacred Mosque to pilgrims of all denominations, be they 
Muslims or non-Muslims. The Verse came to abolish forever such form 
of multi-religious pilgrimage to Mecca from the next year’s pilgrimage 
which henceforth became literally restricted to Muslims, since such 
profane polytheists, among whom, the Arab idolaters were treated as'filth’ 
desecrating the Sacred Mosque reserved for the worship of the One True 
God. The Verse, indeed, marked the end of idolism, or polytheism in the 

Arabian Peninsula where the remaining idolaters had no an alternative 


other than converting to Islam. 4 we A 
pow 


(1) See, for example, Al-Qortobi’s Exegesis, in respect of [Kor. Al-Hajj (The Pilgrimage): 17]. 
(2) That is, Ye Muslims, as stated earlier. : 
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eore™ sibility for the Arabic language to tolerate any change or 
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pss me 'Majiis’ without the utterly blurring, or completely 
ip’ it be ts original semantic denotation. Hence, such 'Majiis 
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the Magian® °Y lytheists ‘filth’ 
go less than all other polytheis : 


indeed, this was merely an inevitable under the circumstances defense 
the linguistic truth. 
BEGG 


According to my own unprecedented opinion that has just emerged 4 
fom my own analysis in the present research concerning the Koranic 'Al- 
Majis', I'academically’ convinced that the Koranic word, notwithstanding 
is already attested the Old-Persian origin, might meaningfully be 
derived from the genuine Arabic triliteral JWSm, i.e. to hesitate between 
‘Wo extremes, where the initial 'm' in ‘Majiis' should be taken, not for a 
radical, but for an 'augmentive' to denote the objectival state, i.e. passive 
Pile form from JWS, in which the 'majiis’, shortened for 'majiis-un 

"which is quite legitimate and agreed to all the Arabists, and identical — 


= 
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to the Koranic 'Al-Majiis', which means in the Arabic sense; thoge 
are (misled) hesitating between two self-opposing extremes, facie 
was the core of dualistic Magianism; hesitating between two con 


gods, i.e. the Good and the Evil which identified with the Light and! 
Dark. 


In such case, the ‘onomastically’ unexplained Koranic ‘Al-Majtig! oul 
be legitimately considered by itself as an Arabic onomastic explanation of 
the Magianism rather than the Magians themselves. 


Interestingly, however, I hasten to overrule my own proposal that 
Pre-Koranic Arabs, who first coined the word, with no doubt, after 
Old Persian ‘magus’, knew nothing about the Zoroastrian dualism, 
cornerstone of the Magian religion as dogmatized in the Avesta"), the most 
hallowed Magian document compiled by the Magi along three centuries 
before the Koran from about 300 A.D. to 600 A.D., and attributed, at 
least, to the basic principles of their so-called Prophet Zoroaster, who ; is 
known to have lived during the 6" or 7 century B.C., i.e. not less than 
one millennium before Mohammad. The Arabs’ pre-Koranic knowledge 
of the Magianism was strictly limited to its ritual aspects or ‘external 


manifestations’ of the cult, i.e. pyrolatry without extending to any rationale! 
behind such worship. 


Consequently, such pre-Koranic Arabs who first coined 'Al-Majiis’ ‘a 
the Persian ‘magus’ (Magian priest) could by no means have primarily 
construed it in terms of the Arabic 'majiis' (shortened for 'majiis-un bihi)), 


meaning shuttler or hesitater between two extremes or two gods, as we 
have just suggested, 


Thus, the truth remains that the onomastically unexplained K 
"Majiis’ stands as a practical sole exception to the ‘rule’ demons 
Nonetheless, such pre-Koranic Arabs who coined ‘Majiis' for ‘Magi 


were, albeit unconsciously, perfectly right in attributing eee ; 
nal eat cy teint i.e. the Zoroaster, eee maginary, bu 


(1) Old Persian ‘avistak, ie dlindhialilieatns' une stemisigs| otup el 


"i 
i 
is p 


m off, simply 

from. In fact, whether 

uch eternal Good-Ey 
have no other alten 


the fight. They ts 
to the contest and to seek the pr 


to bribe both parties, in turn: 

knowing that no party coule 

of the world. , 
Under such circumsta 

who determinedly chose’ 

world, the promoters ar 

largely wiser than the Or 


(1) It should be noter 4 ; 
century, P : [ 
homeland of thet : 


650 t The Onomastic Miracle in the Koran 


ever come untill their hero, ie. Ormazd, the party unto whom they 
allegiance in this world, will be the sole triumphant. Compared tan 
Ormazd’s servers, the evil-seekers are rewarded in this world’s curr, 
on the spot and in cash, without awaiting the uncertain coming of.” 

afterworld to be paid off in ‘unvalued' and ‘untested’ currency other 
their own. Furthermore, the evil-seekers who pay allegiance to Ahriman, th 
Devil in the Zoroastrian creed, secure themselves by obtaining Abriman 
support against the lambs of Ormazd. However, it should be noted that de 
afterworld currency with which the Avesta promised the good-doergs fig 
world is nothing more than ‘ahurdat' and ‘amurdat', literally, the Perfection 

and deathlessness! In other words, speaking in terms of Avestan teachin, 

the good-doers in this world who had already been 'perfect' in their earthly 
life would, when resurrected from their earthly death, continue to be 
‘perfect’ in an afterworld deathless life, i.e. they will be no more bothereq 
by Ahriman or his followers, whose loader, the Satan or Ahriman, will be 
destroyed at the end of the fight leaving no followers to pursue his action, 
since the evil-seekers’ earthly death reduces them to nought. 


Ultimately attributed to a certain ‘Zoroaster’ who originated about the 

7% or 6" century B.C. from Asia Minor, and of being known in the ancient 
Hellenic world for having been the motherland ofboth the legendary Homer, 
i.e. the father of Greek poetic mythology since about the 9" century B.C., as 
well as the rationalist Thales, of the 6" century B.C., who is known of being 
the founder of the Greek Milesian school of philosophy, such the Avestan 
theorization appears much like a loose systematization of the polytheistic 
Greek mythology. However, it bears on its face some unmistakable traits of 
the Biblical influence which brought since the early 6" century B.C. into 
Babylon and, whence, into the ancient Persia, land of the first Magi, where 
Zoroaster used to preach. 


In such Greek mythology, indeed as well as in all other polytheistic 
creeds, the origin of the cosmos is never told. Having no beginning in 
time, the cosmos has always the way it is. Hence, the gods did not create. a 
the cosmos, but they are products thereof. Descended from the Uranusan¢ — 
Gaea identified with the Heaven and Earth respectively (with the latter as 
the first principle since Gaea engendered Uranus who afterward unite? 
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which are respectively identified with Ormazd and Ahriman, the two 
conflicting principles ruling over the world of humans. In such bees 
struggle, both Ormazd and Ahriman are only occupied on equal ina 
with frustrating each other's design and efforts. Judging by the ttatys 
affairs of the time, where mankind all around suffers an abject Mise: 
world that is unceasingly troubled with wars, conflicts, pillages, extortig 
slavery and all sorts of humans’ own injustices, Ahriman, the spirit oie 
seems to have the strong hand in the dual, with no chance for Orm, 
to reverse the situation in the near future. Thus, while Ormazd’s Support 
should be sought through worship, Ahriman's more efficiency should be 
equally feared, and his race averted, by means of equal worship, Under 
the influence of the Biblical thought, which is already apparent in rais) 
‘one’ Ahriman against ‘one’ Ormazd, naively identifiable with the Biblical 
as 'Satan versus God’, the Zoroastrianism as portrayed in the Avesta could 
also borrow from the Jewish Bible two other essential notions; 


(1) Taking the Light and the Dark respectively to represent the Good and 
Evil, whereas, in the Bible, the Light is the Divine Force by which to 
chase away the Dark, or mere ‘nothingness’, i.e. nonexistence versus 
nought. This explains the Magian worship of the ever-blazing fire 
seeking refuge in Ormazd against Ahriman. 


(2) The necessity of an ‘afterworld' in which to reward the righteous _ 
people who are often overwhelmed in this world by the forces of 
Evil. 


in the afterworld, it did introduce the awkward diabolism, since 
combining in himself all the forces of Evil, becomes now a hor 
giant who is hardly checked by Ormazzd, at least in this world. F 
becomes worthy of equal worship with God, apart from God 
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{"We created not the heavens and the earth and all that is 
between them for a (mere) play. Had We intended to take q 
pastime, We could surely have taken it from Our Presence, if 
We were going to do (that)."} 

[Kor. Al-Anbya (The Prophets): 16-17] 


Being His, and His alone, such Divine Purpose is only knowable thro 
the only Divine Revelation certified an Authentic and Undistorted, i.¢. the 
Last Divine Message to mankind, Islam, the only remaining true religion, 
for the reasons stated earlier in the 'Exordium' to the present work, Such | 
Divine Purpose as revealed in the Koran concerning mankind, as wej 
as Jinn, the only two species of creatures endowed with the free-wij] to | 
choose their fate in the afterworld, is indeed a ‘test of obedience due to the | 
Almighty Creator': | 


{"And I (God) created not the jinn and humans except they 
should worship Me (Alone). I seek not any provision from 
them nor do I ask that they should feed Me. Verily, God is the 
All-Provider, Owner of Power, the Most Strong.”} ; 


[Kor. Ad-Daryat (The Winnowers): 56-58] 


Such worship, which represents a 24-hour repeated oath of allegiance to 

the Almighty Creator in full recognition of Him as the Absolute Sovereign 

of the universe, is also a persistent reminder assisted those two free-willed 
creatures, i.e. man and jinn, not to overlook for a second the very object | 
of their temporary being on this planet. They must not forget that their | 
earthly lifetime which will sooner or later come to end on their inevitable 
death is by no means comparable to their immortal life in the afterworld 
where each man or jinni will be paid off tit for tat in one’s own currency | 
for the 'good' he performed, or the ‘evil’ he committed in a full awareness 
by the free-chooser in this world of the 'reward' set for either conduct, It is | 
a ‘test’ all right: m 
{"Blessed is He in Whose Hand is the dominion, and He is 
Able to do all things. Who has created death and life, that He 
may test you which of you is best in deed. And He is the All- 
Mighty, the Oft-Forgiving."} (Kor. Al-Molk (The Kingdom): 1-2). 
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thought to be agreeable consequence for the free-chooser, ag jn the ou 
of - overindulgent father who spoils his too beloved son out of Sincere 
endearment, or that of a crooked despot who, undercover of impunity 
commits the meanest crimes against his own subjects, unconcerned, indeeg 
unknowing, that by doing so, he eventually risks to be overthrown if not 
even assassinated. 

Under the circumstances, such Divine Test of man’s worthiness in this 
planet that renders one eligible for ever lasting bliss in the afterworld, could 
by no means be a test of the ability or cleverness that is either innate or 
circumstantially acquired through learning because the competitors from 
the very beginning would not be offered an equal chance for all, since the 
less-learned would be discriminated against. 

To be on equal footing in the race for eternal bliss, the Divine Test 
should otherwise be a test of obedience to the Divine Command, ie, all 
men without exception should be preinstructed to the ‘right’ course of 

conduct to embark on, and the ‘wrong’ deeds to refrain from, specifying in 
detail every single act or even thought which is reasonably expectable from 
a human being, be it rewardable or punishable. Passing successfully such 
Divine Test requires unquestioning submission to the Divine Command 
pretold in the Authentic Divine Revelation, not only because disobeying 
the Almighty Creator is utterly senseless, but rather, and in the first place, 
because God, the Ultimate Truth, is for those who believe properly in Him, 
the Ultimate Goodness; He beneficently ordains for His creatures only 
what is good for them and deters them only from what is bad for them, 
Thus, God should be trusted, unquestioningly obeyed to the letter, and in 


no case offended. 

Logically, however, the total submission to the Divine Command, which 
is unexpected only from the insane people who is unaddressed indeed by 
the Divine Command, and thus, they, ipso facto, are excluded from the 
competition, could not be a real test -since all competitors would be equally 
predoomed to win the race- unless there are some ‘hindrances’ on such 
royal road that challenge man’s steady march toward the afterworld bliss 
guaranteed for the wise intelligent beings. That means, there should besome 
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Hence, the Magianism was utterly wrong in personifying the : 
and the ‘Evil' in such Ormazd and Ahriman. The 'Good' or ‘Evil’ wt 
own human acts, because they per se are being respectively obedience 
disobedience according to the Divine Command. Or 


HOH 


Fortunately, the first disobeyer to the Divine Command was a j 
Satan, or the Koranic ‘Iblis’, i.e. the father of negation, as explaineg is 
foregoing onomastic note on such name (q.v.). The Satan's fall, Which ig 
unmentioned in all former Divine Revelation but Koran as received, insisteg 
on his unwillingness to obey the Divine Command ordering him, together 
with Angels in the Heaven, to fall prostrate towards Adam, in honor of the 
first man who just received the live-breathing. The commanded gesture 
was unintended to try God’s Angels whom He has created incapable, 
their very nature, of disobedience to their Lord, but was in fact intended 
to try the Satan's allegiance, who was himself created, as all Jinn, free. 
willed creature and a free-chooser of either good or evil, right or wro 
Yet, motored by the false pride, the wretched miserable, ‘Iblis’, dared to 
challenge the Divine Order in his Lord's Presence and did not fall prostrate, 
Reminded by his Lord that by such refusal to obey he committed an 
awful sin which immediately requires repentance on the spot and ask the 
forgiveness from God, but Satan persisted in his error committing the 
irremissible transgression that avails him an eternal damnation in Hell, 
That is because he questioned the Unquestionable and arrogantly accused | 
Him of injustice in His Own Presence saying; "Thou art not justifiedinthis 
Thine Command! I ought not to fall prostrate towards Adam whois inferior 
to me; You have made him out of earth while You have made me out offire!" _ q 
And, only by saying so, Satan was immediately dismissed and doomed to _ ; 
an eternal damnation by Lord. Of course, Satan was not accursed because _ 
of his possible lack of knowledge to which is which superior, fire or earth, 
or vice versa, but rather and only because of his false pride or arrogancein 
his God's Presence, persisting in his sin, refusing to fall on his knees and ~ 7 
imploring the forgiveness from the Almighty. ie My 

Instead of putting the blame on his own self, the sole responsible for 
his own perdition, however, Satan strove to seek his revenge with Adam 
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over My slaves, except those who follow you of the Géwin 3 
(Mustikiin and those who go astray, criminals, polytheists, 
and evil-doers, etc,). And surely, Hell is the promised place for 


them all. It (Hell) has seven gates, for each of those gates is a 


(special) class (of sinners) assigned."} 
(Kor, Al-Hejr (Thamiid’s Habitation): 39-44] 


Inasmuch as Satan, the self-earner of his own perdition, pleaded foy 
his guilty and accused God of being unfair in provoking his fall by such / 
commanded and unjustified prostration towards Adam, woes sheer co 
into being was proximate cause for the Satan’s ‘undeserved’ damnation, the 
convicted wrongdoers will equally plead innocent when the whole matter i 
will have been settled on the Day of Judgment by the Absolute Sovereign 
when, under the cover of helplessness toward the Sneaking Whisperer, 
they will scapegoat Satan, claiming that it was the only one responsible for 

their irreversible and most wretched outcome. A false claim, indeed, which 


Satan will then refute: 

{"And (Satan) will say when the matter has been settled; 'Ver- 
ily, God promised you a promise of truth (which He kept). And 
I too promised you, but now I do fail you. I had no authority 
over you except that I called you, so you responded to me. So a 
blame me not, but blame yourselves. I cannot help you, nor ; 

can you help me. I deny your former acts in associating me 
(Satan) as a partner with God (by obeying me in the lifeof 
the world). Verily, there is a painful torment for the Zdlimiin 


(polytheists and wrong-doers, etc.)’."} 
[Kor. Ebrahim (Abraham): 22] 


Thus, fully justified indeed, Satan will reject his own responsibility forthe _ 
sins of mankind. The very momenthe wasaccursed for having unrepentantly 
committed the most awful sin ever committed, i.e. that of disobeying God 
in God's Own Presence, made him know that he is irremissible because 
of his own stubborn persistence in, refusing to implore the Almighty for 
forgiveness. Satan knew that he earned himself his own irreversible total _ 
perdition and singled himself for the maximum penalty in the afterworld 
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stances, and ordained for them the kind of worship keeping them night 

and day on their duty towards the Almighty Creator, the Most Merciful, the 
Most Beneficent, the Supreme All-Overwatcher in the Heaven and on Earth, 
Moreover, God taught them the words of seeking refuge in Lord from the 
Sneaking Whisperer, who was himself created by Lord, whenever they felt 
overwhelmed by the whispering of their self-appointed tempter, and how to 
repent and ask forgiveness from their God whenever they felt regret form 


committing, either under human weakness or ignorance, or by omission or 
oblivion, whatever sin against their Lord, Who pre-decreed 

{"Verily! He (Satan) has no power over those who believe and 

put their trust only in their Lord. His power is only over those 


who obey and follow him (Satan), and those who join partners 
[Kor. An-Nahl (The Bees): 99-100] 


with Him (God)."} 
This, of course, was neither an apology on my part for the Devil, nor an 


attempt to deny him real existence as self-appointed head of the apostate 
Jinn in this world or belittle his malignant influence upon mankind in their 


competition for the afterworld eternal bliss. My object was rather to stress 
the fact that scapegoating Satan in the Hereafter will be of no avail for the 
wrongdoers dying in their sins and unrepentant. 
EGE 

The above account was the Satan's story, his fall, his role in this world, 
and his 'reasons' for appointing himself a chief tempter of mankind driven 
by his unrelenting morbid ‘enmity’ towards Adam and Adam's offspring, 
as summed up from the Koranic text, the last Divine Message to mankind, 
but lost from or obscured in the former Divine Revelation as received. 

That is why the Magians, who deified Satan, Zoroastrian ‘Ahriman’, 
ranked only one step higher than the idolaters in the descending order of 
disbelievers as 'rated' in the following Koranic Verses: bit 
(1) Whence, his name, Satan, the Biblical Hebrew ‘Satin’, the Koranic Arabic ‘Sayt 

literally, ‘the enemy’ (implied: of mankind). His refusal to submit to the a 

Commanded prostration towards Adam availed him his Koranic surname, Iblis, which 

see in our foregoing onomastic note on suchlattername. = 
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o believe (Muslims), and those who repented 

ve fil ne Sabians, and the Christians, and the Magians, 
ane 


ie , 6 rqolaters truly, God will judge between them on the 
ao ° : 
i Mesure ction. Verily! God is Witness over all things!”} 


pay? [Kor. Al-Hajj (The Pilgrimage): 17] 
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4 saa teachings of perfect and unblemished monotheism. 
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2 also monotheists, who obeyed, disobeyed, repented and 


0) The Jar cbeye d again, and denied Mohammad and the Koran 
ee in their own books, arrogantly did not benefit themselves 
fore 


f the last rectifier of all former Divine Revelation, which have been 
Iieady distorted. 


sabians, dissentient sect of Jews in Babylon, who deviated from 
sess pure monotheism, identified the Angels with stars or vice 
shipped them as mediums between God and the 


(3) The 
Mo 


yersa and wor 
universe. 

The Christians, who were formerly monotheists, the inheritors of 
Moses’s Torah, but inveigled, since the 4" century A.D., into clergy- 
made Trinitarianism by deifying Prophet Jesus and the Angel 
Gabriel beside God, as three persons worthy of equal worship but 
hypostatically united in one three-dimensional God, i.e. Father, Son 
and Holy Spirit, all in one. 


(4) 


(5) The Magians, or Zoroastrians, who personified the good and the 
evil respectively in Ormazd and Ahriman, the two giant antagonists 
mutually disputing the control of world affairs in which Ormazd 
Prevailed in the end over Ahriman, who may be created by the former. 
Hence, the dualists paid equal worship to a double-faced deity. 


= Idolaters, who paid the worship to ‘man-made’ idols, each 
“ peeiig to one specific community or tribe, but admissibl in 


ont ve veneration according to each one idol-god’s functional 
City, such as in the ancient Greek mythology or pre-Korani c 


(6) 


Arab idolism 
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After having mentioned all six groups of worshippers in descending o, 
the above Koranic Verses go on to denounce all false worships aser} bi 
partners to God, such as the Angels, Prophets, stars, mountaing le 
and even beasts, ie. the whole creation, which are themselves Unrelens: sag 
adorers of the Almighty, stating that such wrongdoers worshipping servi, 
seekers of the Almighty are by so doing self-debasers: ; 


{"See you not (O Mohammad) that to God prostrates whoeyey 
is in the heavens and whoever is on the earth, and the sun, ang 
the moon, and the stars, and the mountains, and the trees, ang 
Ad-Dawéb (moving living creatures, beasts, etc.), and many 
of mankind? But there are many on whom the punishment 
is justly doomed. And whomsoever God disgraces, none can 
honour him. Verily! God does what He wills."} 

(Kor. Al-Hajj (The Pilgrimage): 18] 


This are a reprimand for all clergy-made false worships, ive. the Angel- 
Prophet worship, the cult of stars, natural phenomena, rocks, plants and 
animals, unsparing Magian diabolism, continuing to exist until the Day of 


Judgment. 
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LXI. The Romans 
(Kor. ‘Ar-Ritm’) 


BD 


The Romans’, Arabicized Ar-Ritmn, is ultimately a gentilic noun coined 
Rome’ in Italy, designating citizens or subjects of such ancient city- 
ri emerging into existence about 753 B.C, and Teputed to have been 
ce by Remus and Romulus, twin brothers born from "Mars' according 
to the legend. But Romulus, says the myth, gets rid of his twin by killing 
him, and thus becomes since 753 B.C. the first monarch of the newly 
founded city-state. 


In 509 B.C., however, Rome, becoming a ‘republic’, emerged as supreme 


nilitary power in the ancient world. After having unified Italy under its 


control, it began to expand in all directions. At least in as far as our present 


research is concerned, the Roman Republic annexed Macedonia (148 B.C.) 


ind Greece (146 B.C.), turning to its own advantage the final outcome 
ot the Punic Wars 


(264-146 B.C.) by literally destroying North-Africa 
mtts* (146 B.C:). Rewidecdieatalansaraaeuannna Minor, Syria and 
as into Roman colonies; and also Egypt, which lingered eames 
tds, "Patra in 30'B.CHin 27H Rome was proclaimed ‘Empire 

stain Augustus (27-14 B.C.), and became thence crowned new 
tee of the ancient world. With the exception of Persia at the iimisee 
HeBag, \°*-East, Rome was full heiress of Alexander’ conquests in 
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As a matter of fact, however, Macedonian Alexander the Great did 
found an ‘Empire’ - in the exact sense of the word - to outlive his r emnes n 
military victories. Soon after his death in 323 B.C., his generals dig 
among themselves the vast territories he left, non-excepting ‘Macedon; 
his own homeland, each founding for himself a sovereign monarchy a’, 
his own, which he bequeathed to his own dynasty after him, such ag th 
Ptolemies in Egypt, Seleucids in Syria, etc. Fully sovereign as they ities 
such independent kingdoms were geared from within, not from without, 
ie. not remotely controlled by a central government abroad, The Native 
population within each monarchy felt not under occupation by a forej 
country outside its national borders, but rather assumed from within g 
simple change in the ruling class, a new ‘naturalized’ dynasty originally of 
Hellenic descent. Hellenization of the Near-East was in fact the real SUCCES 
of Alexander's career, the only one success outliving his remarkable mil 
achievements in the East. Under the reign of Alexander's successors, Most of 
the Near-East populations became more or less Hellenized, with intellectuals 
using Greek in writing and sophisticated speech. So, when Rome came to 
subject those monarchies one by one, replacing the local government bya 
Roman consul, assisted by a Roman garrison reporting overseas to Rome, 7 
the Near-East populations felt for the first time that they were under real 
foreign occupation, and their occupiers were ‘Romans’, none else. 


BHR 


As taught by general history, however, absolute central power incites 
revolts, petty ambitions, and all sorts of corruption, with the unavoidable 
result that vast empires always degenerate. The fate of the Roman Empire 
was not different. After four centuries of ups and downs, the huge Roman 
commonwealth had to be divided in 395 A.D. into two distinct, equally _ 
__ sovereign, political entities east and west: (I) the Western Roman Empire, — 

_ speaking Latin, and taking its capital in historic ‘Rome’, Italy; and (I) the _ 
_ Eastern Roman Empire, speaking Greek, and taking its capital in ancient — 
peror Constantine I, situated on the Bosphorus, in the extrem 
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oun" parian pressure, Rome was overthrown by Odoacer the 


xed I “764s and the Roman Empire as such had irreversibly to 
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: 1 *antium or Constantinople, surviving until the Ottoman 
vopit® in 153 AD» aS the sole representative of the ‘only Romans left’, 
a quest a aint persia. Persia was considered the eternal enemy of the 
¢ ace pot Persia never ceased to seek its revenge since Alexander's 
greeks rr | under the Parthians (250 B.C. — 224 A.D.) and then under the 
jeatl rst pp sieee A.D. ), until the dramatic fall of the whole Persian 
gga jer Muslim rule in 651 A.D. After that, the Byzantine empire, 
Fan, within few decades of all its former territories in the Near- 


Di ; the face of those intrepid Muslims, whose ever advancing troops 
date besiege Constantinople (674 - 679 A.D.). 


Ae 


Originally of Roman descent, earlier emperors in Constantinople after 
the division unembarrassedly thought of themselves as genuine Romans 
and, when historic Rome disappeared at last in 476 A.D., they could, not 
illegitimately of course, deem themselves the only Romans left, together with 
their subjects in the Byzantine metropole, who could conceive of two'Romes: 
the fallen historic ‘Rome’ in Italy, and the surviving ‘Rome’ on the Bosphorus, 
ie. Byzantium or Constantinople, the only ‘Rome left, the legitimate heiress 
of past glories of historic Rome’, the ‘Rome’ of Julius Caesar, Octavian 
ata others, once the undisputed mistress of the world. Under such 
P arm ne ultimately of nostalgic origin, but also furthered by a political 
Gr Maeda arrogate for themselves the lost prestige of > 

g Byzantines could euphemizingly nickname their capital on 


a 
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the Bosphorus ‘Romi’, Greek form of Latin ‘Roma’, and Byzantine Nationals 


could refer to themselves as 'Romioi’, i.e. Romans. 


As to the native population in the Near-East territories which, after the 
fall of historic ‘Rome’, had all to re-belong to the Greeks in Constantinople, 
they found no inconvenience to keep calling their new masters in 
Constantinople ‘Romans’, the name to which they had been accustomeg 
to use in reference to their occupiers since the glorious rise of Rome in the 
second and first centuries B.C. subjecting their countries together with the 
whole ancient Greek world which such conquest did in fact ‘Romanize', 
Even in 395 A.D., when Constantinople, under the new name Eastern 
Roman Empire’, ruled over the Hellenized part of the Empire, populations 
within the Eastern Roman Empire were still governed by 'Romans' of the 
East, nonetheless ‘Romans’. When at last historic ‘Rome’ disappeared in 476 
A.D., those ‘Romans’ in Constantinople remained all the same 'Romans’, 
and their 'Caesar' in ‘Byzantium’ or Constantinople the only survivor of 
‘Roman Caesars’ of old, ruling then over all Near-East territories formerly 
belonging to the once unified glorious 'Roman Empire’. 


In the same line of thought, Arabs before the Koran, in fact since the first 
century A.D. onwards, knew not of such distinction between Eastern and 
Western ‘Romans’: For them as well as for all populations of the Near-East, 
both were ‘Romans’, Arabic and Koranic 'Ar-Riim’. In 476 A.D. onwards, 
there was no more ‘Roman Caesar' except that seated in Constantinople; he 
was for the Arabs ‘Qaysar-ur Rim’, lit., ‘Caesar of the Romans’. In fact, when 
Imru’ul Qays', the famous one-century pre-Koranic Arab poet, spoke in 
his conserved poems of the ‘Romans’, Arabic 'Ar-Riim’, he precisely meant 
the ‘Byzantines’ in Syria and Asia Minor. Moreover, when in Tabiik about 
the year 630 A.D. during the time of the Prophet himself, the Muslim army 
waged its first war against the 'Roman Emperor’, or 'Qaysar-ur Riim’. sine 
Arab Muslims were knowingly fighting the Syrians under their 
emperor, Heraclius, ruling from his capital, Constantinople, not {any 0 4 
real’ Roman in Italy or Western Europe. _ vee 
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Ru Arabic ‘Riimiyy’, plural or collective 'Riim’. Later legends 
A pr goma™ in the East were not about Alexander ‘the Macedonian’, 


401 alexander the Roman i.e. ‘Qaysar-ur Rim’, 
ju 


pot ally speaking, the rise of ‘Greece’ preceded the rise of 
pistor™ ; ayab world learned to speak about the 'Greeks’, the next- 
i nd the jong before knowing any thing about Romans ‘proper’ 
pom seighPo” when the gentilic 'Riimiyy' came to be used in respect 
a sy Hence Greeks were the first intended by the term. Even until 
ip! pope” al ‘Rimiyy’, ie. Roman’, stands in various current 
a the she. ‘Greek’, no less no more. Modern Arabic 'Al-Yuinan’, 
wb disles eeks collectively, was only used by earlier Arabs in the 
at ce a translations of Greek philosophers whom they attributed 
onteX a Asia Minor, whence Arabic 'Al-Yiinan’. For other ‘products’ 
; ” world, the general term used wes ‘Riimiyy’, ie. ‘Roman’. 
of the applies as a matter of fact to ‘Byzantine’ nationals, males and 
The i. we particular instance, a fair-skinned European female-slave 
tied a ‘Roman female-slave, ie. ‘érat-un Riimiyya’, Feir-skinned 
female persons, non-frequent among generally dark-skinned Arahawgam 
nicknamed after such much appreciated white complexion; so was the 
same of Abu-Bakr’s wife, 'Umm-u Rumin’, mother of Aisha, favorite wife 
of the Prophet. 


Consequently, and against any possible first-sight misfiguring by our 
English readers, 'the Romans’, Arabic 'Ar-Riim’, intended in the Koran, 
are not those ‘genuine’ Romans in Italy westward of the Greek world, but 
a is betly speaking, the ‘Byzantine Empire’, centrally ruled from that 
mm or Constantinople on the Bosphorus, heiress of ancient ‘Rome’, 
tintaty ne all alone in the face of its eternal enemy, the Persian empires 
theancient eres disputing solely among themselves the sway of 

DSuchpe orld when the Koran was revealed in the early seventh century = 
ne mill eon ee Roman dispute among the two giants lasting about br 
Koran wag : a beginning from Alexander's death was at its peak when the 

*aled (609 - 632 A.D,): In late 614 A.D. Persian troops began 
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their campaign dispossessing the Byzantines of all — territories ip the 

Near-East, pushing them back in Anatolia even behind the gates of their 

capital on the Bosphorus. But Constantinople could withstand the Persian 
attack and Christian Heraclius, the Byzantine emperor, began in late 622 
A.D. the Byzantine counter-campaign pushing the Persians back into their 
national Persian territory, liberating on his way ‘Jerusalem’ in late 623 A.D, 
or early 624 A.D., when in Badr (624 A.D.) earlier Muslims were about 
to celebrate their history-making decisive victory over idolatrous Meccang 
(April 624). It is true that the Persians sought their revenge in Anatolia and 
succeeded again in pushing the Byzantines back into their capital in 626 
A.D., but the latters withstood the Persian counter-attack, and the Persian 
monarch had finally to capitulate in 628 A.D. 

Such outcome, unfortunate enough for the Persians, would have not 
ended once for all the unceasing dispute between the two Aryan giants, 
equally weakened by their unceasing conflict, but for the dramatic 
emergence on the stage of Muslims, bearers of the last Divine Message to 
mankind, doomed to initiate immediately after the death of the Prophet 
(632 A.D.), a tragic irreversible change in world affairs, putting out of 
combat both Persico-Byzantine parties to the dispute. The whole Persian 

Empire was overthrown and irreversibly brought under Muslim flags. The 

Byzantine emperor, Heraclius, who died in 641 A.D., had to witness with 

his own eyes between 635-639 A.D. the irrecoverable loss of Damascus 
(635 A.D.), Jerusalem (636 A.D.) and Egypt (639 A.D.), and the Byzantine 
army withdrew in Anatolia until even the gates of Constantinople itself, 
unsuccessfully besieged by the Muslim troops (674-679 A.D.). 


An earlier fall of Constantinople, cradle and stronghold of Trinitarian 
Christianity, would have much facilitated the Muslim conquest of entire 
Europe, until then only half-Christianized, and would have thus contributed 
to an early spread of Islam all over the world. It is true that Constantinople 
fell at last in the hands of Ottoman Muslims under Mohammad II in 1453 
A.D. and that from Constantinople, renamed ‘Istanbul’, Turkish ‘Istambul' 
(ultimately from Greek ‘eis ten polin’, that is, ‘into the city’, nearest to ‘the 
city conquered’), Ottoman Muslims proceeded to conquer the Balkans 
until, under Suleiman the Magnificent (1522-1566), the gates of Vienna, 
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put it Was too late. That is, the centre of gravity of the Christian world had 
then removed westward to 'restored’ Rome, and Western Europe had by 
then completed its re-conquest of formerly Muslim Spain and discovered a 
‘new world’ in the Americas. When the Ottomans besieged Vienna in 1687 
AD. they were in fact dealing with a wholly rejuvenated Western Europe, 
determined to check the new Muslim giant, and push him back step by 
step eastward, until by the end of World War I in 1918 A.D. he had to 
recoil on himself within Ottoman original national borders in Asia Minor 
and, except for a narrow European strip on the Bosphorus where stands 
‘Ystanbul’, the whole Muslim world, everywhere on the globe, was lost in 
favor of the rising West-European newly born world superpowers, in the 
form of ‘colonies’, ‘protectorates' or, at best, remote-controlled ‘satellites’. 
Until after World War II (1939 - 1945 A.D.), the Muslim countries could 
one by one, with great difficulty and enormous sacrifices, recover their 

‘formal’ independence, but to refall, in varying degrees, under the increasing 

influence in world affairs of a certain 'Christian-Roman' ethnic bulge, 

accidentally protruding from overpopulated, anti-Muslim fanaticized 

Europe, and firmly established in the United States of America, self- 

appointed single new mistress of the world after the tragic disintegration 

in 1990 A.D. of Eurasian’ Soviet Union. 


Through common blood, creed and orientations, those new Romans of 
the Euro-American world from the Ural Mountains to the east coast of the 
Pacific, are no different from yesterday Romans, ie. ‘Ar-Riim’, mentioned 
in the Koran in respect of Byzantines of the seventh century A.D., disputing 
with Persians the sway of the ancient world in the times of the Prophet. 


Not recovered yet from their old rancor against ‘Islam’, which they 
mistook from the outset for a political enemy nota Divine Guidance, those 


pant who could at several times in history rise from the dead here or there 
while thought totally done with, today Romans, or Euro-Americans, are 
now mobilized in the aftermath of World War II to avert any possible sign 


an 


of recovery allowing under any circumstances for the Muslim giant of old 
days to stand on his feet again. 
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Having the Muslim world under their effective control for already two 
centuries, anti-Muslim, fanaticized Euro-Americans had to follow a change 
in tactics, not in strategy, of course. The Muslim world should be kept not 
only disintegrated but also, and in the first place, disunited and disorientateg, 
Muslims should lose faith precisely in their raison détre; namely, Islam, 
the only force capable of remobilizing them in ONE nation regardless of 
artificially separative factors either by distance, boundaries, language or 
race. They should learn, as maliciously aimed, that they are not bearers of 
the noblest Heavenly Message to mankind, but rather inheritors of an antj- 
progress and anti-science obscurantism which they should immediately and 
unremorsefully abandon, to pursue the 'Western Model’, the only way to a 
possible ‘rebirth’. The only hindrance liable to thwart or at least delay such 
‘noble’ endeavor is of course, says the now self-appointed universal teacher, 
the Muslim system of thought and values indicated fourteen centuries ago 
by the Divine Book and the Tradition of the Prophet and only valid, if at 
all, by the time when those uncivilized Arabs of the early seventh century 
A.D. sprang out from the heart of the desert to arrogate for their own locally 
obtained ‘practical wisdom’ claimed Divine, absolute supremacy over all 
human thought and experience. The Muslim creed, "There is no deity to be 
worshipped but God, and Mohammad is His Messenger’, is quite enough 
for satisfying Muslims’ inner conscience, but not with the consequences 
that such certification of faith implies: Twentieth century A.D. Muslims 

should be no more bound, continues the arrogant self-appointed universal 
teacher, by the letter of the fourteen centuries old Koran and Hadith. Social 
values are a ‘social product’ modifying according to the ever changing socio- 
economic frame in the community applying them. Social philosophers or 
religious reformers, albeit ‘Prophets’ in the sight of their followers, are by 
no means entitled to bind future generations by their outdated teachings 
proved no more suitable under new circumstances. This is, as affirmed by 
the new universal teacher, no insult to any particular religion. Freedom of 
worship is duly conceded and fully recognized in 'Human Rights’, and every 
individual is free to pay worship to any deity of his own choice, even to the 
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‘Absolute’, as preached by atheists, claimants of 'scientism’, in quest for one’s 
consolation in some 'Hereafter' promised or imagined, provided that such 
freedom of religion be strictly limited to the realm of belief and worship, not 
extending by any means, and in particular, to politics, government action 
and social organization. In this respect, Secularism had been successfully 
attested in the West and Proved remarkably beneficent to the astonishing 
advance in modern science and technology. Modern Muslims, for their own 
benefit, should only follow the example of their masters. 


The invitation, as Wwe must have 


among Muslims from without. Its fo 
particularly anti-logic and anti 


observed, was too bold to ‘preach’ 
undations are obviously irreligious, 
~science, and, above all, the motive is 


unashamed of either their illogical 
-made Judeo-Christian heritage, 
unterproductive. It only mobilized 
American crusade, not only in self- 
defence, but also in counter-attack, such as: 
- _ Followers of clergy-made Judeo-Christianism have nothing to teach 
Muslims in the realm of religion, but rather to learn from them, in 
order to (I) clear Judeo-Christianism from clergy-introduced elements 
and bring it back to earlier pure monotheism neither chauvinistic 
nor Trinitarian; and, most important, (II) correct their prevailing 
purposeless conception of the world, denounced by the Koran, in the 
light of Koran's teachings according to the Divine Purpose preset for 
mankind as detailed in the Exordium to the present research. 


- Actual Muslim undenied deterioration in world affairs is not due 
to stubborn strict adhesion to Muslim precepts as alleged by the 
self-appointed universal teacher, but rather, on the contrary, to 
misapplication, or even non-application, particularly in politics, 
government action and social administration. This is clear from the 
fact that Muslims deteriorated when - under Euro-American both 
military and cultural invasion, during already two centuries - they 
were forced or inveigled step-by-step to forsake their own fourteen 
centuries old institutions and system of thought, which their primary 
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mission and raison détre were to defend and propagate all] OVer the 
world. Whence appears the absolute need for modern Muslims © 
cling to Muslim precepts. 


- The exaggeratedly vaunted in and astonishing rise of science and 
technology in the West is no wonder at all, nor was it dependin, 
on or related to either weakening religion in one’s moral CONSCience 
or keeping off clergy meddling in world affairs, as self-justifyingy 
alleged by the unashamed self-appointed universal teacher. Science, 
properly understood as systematized knowledge of the physica] 
world and of laws governing it, is ‘cumulative’, ‘open-ended! and 
'self-corrective'. Measured at any given point in time, its unrelenting 
progress is always a step ‘more’ toward the ‘still’ unknown. It js the 
common heritage of all past civilizations along about seven-hundreq 
centuries of mankind recorded history, let alone civilizations lost by 
thousands in unrecorded prehistory. Any one subsequent civilization 
simply builds on, and refines, the work of all its predecessors, under 
new perspectives and through improved methods of research, the 
last and most important of which was precisely the ‘experimental 
method, first introduced by those uncivilized Arabs ironically said 
to have sprung out from the desert during the Dark Ages in Europe 
allegedly to teach mankind. For its unceasing advance, Science needs 
no more than guaranteed freedom of research and experimentation, 
with duly organized immediate publication and regular exchange 
of conclusions, obtained and proved, among men of science. This 
is no matter for true religion to restrict or restrain, especially under 
Muslim religion, vehemently urging its followers to explore the world. 
European unfortunate experience with ‘Popes’, to the contrary, even 
up to Galileo's time in the seventeenth century A.D., was totally 
unrelated to religion but rather to Church misgovernment and 
unlearnedness, particularly beside clergy-introduced misconceptions 
about the physical world, proved incompatible with already established 
scientific truths. None of the kind is even imaginable under ‘Popeless’ 
Muslim religion, whose miraculous Divine Book is ever and ever 
confirming, if not guiding, man’s scientific breakthroughs. There 

is no such thing as anti-religion or pro-religion scientific fact for 
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he jarticular: Every newly discovered scientific fact, when 
in Pé beyond any scientific doubt, is an added proof for 

5 Omniscience and His Divine Action in the universe 
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"plished 
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simian the Koran. Never in Muslim history there had been 
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disP™ | among Muslims about, or any interference by the ruling 
a quate such duly attested scientific facts. Learned disputes 
rion © sntervention were only within the realm of thought and 
é lip he 


4d A io non-belonging to Science itself. 
sop? 


rds are needed, however, us respect of Technology or Applied 

more , unlike Science, technologies are profit-seeking commercial 
scien while scientific research is normally urged by man’s never 
rode : rst for knowledge in order to better understand the physical 
jated ! nological work is only motored by possibly interested 

_ on the market. Although advanced technologies are closely 
ie ¢o, and dependent on, parallel progress in the sciences, smaller 
Sag h at scientific achievements are literally non-paying in terms of 
as i unless applied, or ‘invested in new tectineDyres paying on 
the market. For example, splitting the atom was in fact the greatest 
scientific discovery in the realm of physics, but only important from 
 technologist’s viewpoint in that it released the nuclear giant, both 
nseful in desert cultivation as well as in mass-killing. Medical research 
employed in the combat against fatal diseases, such as cancer or AIDS, 
is not at all urged by a non-profit noble motive such as protecting 
mankind against similar plagues, but rather and in the first place by 
the huge material gains expected from the curing medicine, in return 
for the highly expensive research-financing involved. The advance 
of technology in the West proved in fact double-edged but above all 
could not be attained without enormous resources extorted from older 
colonies or modern third-world countries subjected to an immoral 
world-trade system publicly stealing their agricultural or mineral 
ptosis in return for multi-fold priced sophisticated manufactures 
meade technologies. This is no moral trend to applaud or be 
bias nless geared toward the welfare of all mankind, advanced 
iceoeeegaed the West will meet the fate of a misguided rocket 
Y lost in the wilderness of outer space. 
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Yet, the invitation of Muslims to follow the Western model be 
i » ' ) 
insincere. It only envisages to empty modern Muslims from — 


raison d®tre: Islam, the only instrument capable of realizing Mu a 
Slim 


recovery. For already one century most of the Muslim World, if 

all Muslim countries, are now under secular government Sone 
assisted by a band of totally westernized ‘intellectual! idiots Peachy” 
the Western invitation from within, but with no avail. In face, Muh 
affairs deteriorated more and more under westernized secular rule Ri 
tenets. How could modern Muslims believe that the West was Sincey, 
in inviting Muslims, for their own benefit, to follow the Western 
model, while they see with their own eyes how bitterly such same West 
is engaged in a relentless battle of attrition against them al] Over the 
Muslim world and against the Arabs in particular? Muslim Tesources 
are being organizedly depleted either through West-imposed world. 
trade system, manipulated exchange rates, debt service, incurable 
indebtedness, or armament purchases to keep burning fratricidal, or 
even suicidal, stupid conflicts among already impoverished Muslim 
countries, but chiefly through misrule by pro-West governments 
under disoriented leaders, indeed ‘agents’, whose chief concern is 
to deplete national treasury in pompous extravagances or money 
transfers abroad under personal secret accounts. It may be argued, 
however, that Muslims are not solely or particularly envisaged by such 
Euro-American predatory policy -legitimate only under the law of the 
jungle- adopted in fact irrespective of creed, race or color against the 
whole underdeveloped world, where modern Muslims only happen to 
belong, and understandably aimed at insuring for the West permanent 
control of, and absolute supremacy over, the rest of the world, kept 
more and more dependent on the West literally for survival. This is 
quite true. But examples to the proof of the contrary, i.e. of the fact that 
Muslims are the first envisaged, are not lacking, if not glaring: 


1) Immediately after the fall of Communism and the dramatic 
dismantling of the Soviet Union, Western influential experts 
of strategy publicly earmarked 'Islam' as the new number one 
enemy of the West, the real underway challenge to Western” 
values and Western civilization. ec ORE 
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ihe wires _ in the West, even the legal bearers of Buro- American 
uslim alities are viewed as ‘potential’ terrorists, anti- West 
one first suspects in any act of terrorism anywhere in the 
ganatic® ot to mention that the enclaved Muslim communities 
- one are being marginalized and discriminated against. 
n 


snembet Muslim Bosnia and Herzegovina is being 
‘ wn a and made to disappear from Europe's political 


, thr ‘ough shameful, organized genocide, euphemized ethnic 
rail cation’, bY insurgent Serbs armed to the teeth against their 
-rnationally recognized government but unashamedly put 
Me - UN decreed tight blockade on armaments, and waging a 
: hy war against their Muslim co-citizens including deliberate 
vation, organized massacres, mass-killing and collective 
pesin concentration camps under the blessings and boldfaced 
protection of Euro-American superpowers under UN flag. 


simply because Muslims, Chechenians are left to meet their 
fate under Russian heavy boots, even against sustained 
Western policy to keep the Russian Federation more and more 
disintegrated. 


5) Having overthrown the pro-West Shah and established in Iran 
the first really Muslim-oriented political system in modern 
times, Iranian Islamic revolution had first to withstand 
immediate Euro-Americananti-Muslim propagandacampaigns 
against ‘those turbanned mullas springing out from the Dark 
Ages to preach Muslim rule in Muslim countries’. They also 
had to face immediate Euro-American economic blockade, 
political isolation by pro-West neighboring Arab states, 
and conspiracies from inside and outside against the newly 
established regime by pseudo-opposers mobilized, organized 
and remunerated by Euro-American agents; but, above all, to 
be inveigled into an eight-year Muslim-Muslim all-consuming | 
military conflict with Iraq, pushed, encouraged and equipped | 
by anti-Muslim fanaticized superpowers, as well as by pro-West 
Arab states, brainwashed to fight with Iraq its ‘holy war’ against 
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traditionally anti-Arab pyrolatrous Persia of older times, but 
in fact to defend their fragile regimes against such ‘subversive’ 
Islamizing current blowing violently from the Iranian plateay 
As expected and preplanned, the fratricidal conflict bordered | 
on a real disaster for both parties of the dispute, forced to | 
mortgage their economic future for generations to come, but | 
succeeded -to the entire satisfaction of Euro-American antj- 
Muslim strategy- in totally diverting Islamic Iran from its 
noble path, subduing to a minimum Muslims’ legitimate hopes 
in a forthcoming generalized Islamic revolution, once thought 
imminent in the light of the Iranian revolution now outphased 
through humbling down Khomeini’s successors in Iran, whose 
spiritual father, in a long line of modern Muslim reformers 


before him, such as Jamaluddin Al-Afghani, had to die broken- 


hearted in the process. 
In the Euro-American tradition, anti-Iran Arab idiots had to pay 
for their foolishness. Continuing its blackmailing policy toward 
its rich oil-producing neighboring Arab states, originally West- 
demarcated and West-protected sheikhdoms in South-East | 
Arabia whose sole raison détre has been to perform the job of 
24-hour opened service stations for Western industry, heavily 
wounded Iraq was enticed to replenish its national treasury, 
depleted during the Iraqi-Iranian war which Iraq waged, so to 
say, in defence of Arab interests against Iran ambitions, through 
heavy ‘tributes’ from yesterday allies, especially ‘Kuwait’, 
insinuatingly claimed Iraqi national territory cut-off from the 
motherland under British occupation. Farsighted Saudi Arabia 
and other Gulf sheikhdoms expressed readiness to ‘pay’, but 
Kuwait thought wiser to linger on, enticed by its US protector 
not to take the Iraqi threat seriously. Few days later, however, 
Iraq stormed Kuwait, overthrew the Kuwaiti Emir, becoming 
fugitive in Saudi Arabia, annexed Kuwait in fulfillment of its 
claim, historically right but not as legitimate in practical terms, 
and emerged, with Iraq-Kuwait oil-resources combined, a8 4 
new giant oil-producer in the Middle East. The development, 
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aware, The foregoing lines were not, however, a wandering digression from 
the very subject-matter of the present onomastic note dealing with the 
name ‘Romans’, Koranic ‘Ar-Riim’, forefathers of today Euro-Americans, 
They were rather a relevant necessary introduction to the proof, against al] 
former exegetes, that when the Koran spoke of a forthcoming Byzantine 
victory over the Persians in the passage quoted below, the Omniscient 
Speaker was not expressing any sympathy toward the Romans in their 
conflict with the Persians on the ground that the formers, Trinitarian 
anti-God blasphemers, were less blaspheming than outright pyrolatrous 
Persians, thus stating the still prevailing false principle that Muslims 
should favor Judeo-Christians against all other nonbelievers, followers 
of any other non-Muslim religion, or non-religion claimants. This is bad 
enough. Relativization is not permitted in religious matters. 'Non-Muslims 
are one religion’, said the Prophet. For true Muslims, however, all mankind, 
regardless of religion, are co-brothers in humanity born from a common 
father; whence, unless already dead apostates, potential Muslims, fully 
entitled to follow the true Faith had God so willed. By virtue of their own 
religion, Muslims are not at all authorized to antagonize or make war 
against any particular nation on purely religious grounds except, strictly 
speaking, in self-defence. There was no reason for Muslims to side with the 
Romans against the Persians, since both were equally self-declared anti- 
Islam opponents and, while Persians converted to Islam in the aftermath 
of Muslim conquest, the Romans and their descendants after them remain 
until today, to their own detriment on the religious level, incurable foes of 
the last Divine Message to mankind. In fact, it was not against the Persians 
but against those same Trinitarian Romans that the Prophet himself led in 
"Tabiik' the first Muslim anti-Byzantine campaign. Had it been otherwise, 
earlier Muslims would have allied themselves with the Romans against the 


Persians, but, having finished with the latters, earlier Muslims did not spare 
the Romans. 


This is most important for a legitimate understanding of the miraculous 


multi-dimensional prophecy contained in the Koranic Verse quoted 
below. 
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xoranic AT Riim’, i.e. Romans, occurred only once in the whole Koran. 
igely in @ Meccan Sura [Kor. Ar-Riim (The Romans)] revealed in about 
\.D. or 615 A.D. in the seventh or sixth year before the Hijrah, and 


pree 
614! 

named after them ‘Surat-ur Rim’, Le. Sura of the Romans, simply because, 
in its SIX inaugural Verses, it speaks of the defeat of the Romans by the 
persians about late 614 A.D, in Palestine, prophesying that the formers 
will take their revenge within ten years from such defeat, that is, not 
later than 624 A.D., on the same battlefield, Palestine, referred to in the 
miraculous Koran by Palestine older aboriginal name: Land of Canaan, 
jit,, ‘Lower-Land,, eruditely translated into Arabic 'Adnal-Ard’, invariably 
misunderstood by all former exegetes for ‘Nearer-Land’ as consequently 


mistranslated in all English versions of the Glorious Koran. 
The Koranic Verse runs as follows: 


{"AlifLamMim.” The Romans have been defeated in the 
Lowe Land, and they, after their defeat, will be victorious 
within ten (three to nine) years. The decision of the matter, 
before and after (these events) is only with God, (before the 
defeat of Romans by the Persians, and after, i.e. the defeat of 
the Persians by the Romans). And on that Day, the believers 
(i.e. Muslims) will rejoice (at the victory given by God to the 
Romans against the Persians). With the help of God, He helps 
whom He wills, and He is the AllMighty, the Most Merciful. (It 
is) a Promise of God (i.e. God will give victory to the Romans 
against the Persians), and God fails not in His Promise, but 
most of mankind know not. "}  [Kor, Ar-Rim (The Romans): 1-6] 


Our ongoing discussion, by which we end the present research, shall 
include, in addition to Koran magnificent onomastic antonymous- 
synonymous explanation of the name ‘Romans’, the defeated-defeaters, a 
self-imposed necessary rectification of former exegetes’ misinterpretation 
of the Persico-Byzantine battlefield intended by Koranic ‘Adnal-Ard’, 


(1) Respective three names of three letters (a-l-m) of the Arabic alphabet. For meaning 
and use of such and similar inaugural self-standing letters of the alphabet, see our 
footnoted comment on (Kor. Maryam (Mary): 1-15] under the name ‘Zachariah’ in the 
present chapter, é 


>» ; 
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and of their misunderstanding of the legitimate reasons for Muslims to 
rejoice in God’s Help to victory when the Romans will be defeaters, within 
the context of such huge multi-dimensional prophecy, legitimate only in 
respect of the Almighty Omniscient Speaker in the Koran. The Prophecy 
came true to the letter in time Divinely pre-decreed: Romans defeating 
the Persians, on the same battlefield within ten years from their defeat 
by the latters, and Muslims’ coinciding victory over the Meccans in Badr 
(April, 624 A.D.), disconnected as it is in time and place from any possible 
outcome of Persico-Byzantine wars either in Palestine or elsewhere, as well 


as from any possible subsequence thereof. 


‘Land of Canaan’, Hebrew 'Eres kena‘in', is Palestine’s older name, 
after the 'Canaanites', Hebrew ‘Kena‘anim', who first inhabited the land 
as from 3000 B.C., at least one millennium before Aramaeo-Babylonian 
‘Abraham’, first patriarch of the Israelites, set foot therein no earlier than 
the nineteenth century B.C.. For Abraham, as quoted by the scribe of the 
Genesis, the land was called 'Canaan' all right, belonging to 'Canaanites', 
In the tradition of the imaginative scribe, as stated earlier in the inaugural 
paragraph of our onomastic note on the name 'Egypt' (q.v.), the land was 
called after the man ‘Canaan’, grandson of Noah, and forefather of the 
‘Canaanites'. Instead of showing gratitude toward those 'Canaanites' who 
hosted him, Biblical Abraham obtains from God, we are told, a decree 
dispossessing the Canaanites of their own land, indeed the whole land of 
Canaan, in Abraham's favor and his seed’s after him, but strictly through 
Abraham's grandson, Jacob, alias ‘Israel’, whence, the Israelites. For the 
generous hosts to deserve such 'Divine Reward' from God, the Just Himself, 
Canaanites should be in themselves ‘wicked’, bearers by birth of a Divine 
‘Curse’, similar to ‘Original Sin' in Trinitarian Christianity. So, after the 
flood, Noah, we are told, had to plant a vineyard, drink of the wine, get 
drunk and lie uncovered in his tent; Ham, Noah's son, happened to enter 


(1) Noah's sons as respectively mentioned in the Genesis are three: Shem, remote forefather 
of the Israelites; Ham, remote forefather, through his son Canaan, of the Canaanites; 
and Japheth, remote forefather of Aryans. 
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she tent and see his father’s nakedness, but did not bother to cover Noahis 
aakedness' .): instead, Ham left the tent and told his other brothers outside, 
chem and Japheth, who hastened with a garment to cover their father’s 
nakedness, keeping their faces backward lest they look, either in or out, at 
pis nakedness. Noah awoke and knew what had been done to him. He was 
of course grateful to Shem and Japheth for their decent feelings, but angry 
against Ham who saw his nakedness and cared not to cover his father’s 
nakedness. Normally he blessed Shem and Japheth, yet oddly enough he 
cursed not Ham, the son against him he was enraged, but turned the curse 
unintelligibly to ‘Canaan’, Ham’s son; he said: ‘Cursed be Canaan; servant 
of servants shall he be unto his brethren’, and ‘Blessed be the Lord God 
of Shem; and Canaan shall be his servant; God shall enlarge Japheth and 
he shall dwell in the tents of Shem; and Canaan shall be his servant.’ (see, 
Gen. IX: 20-27). Thus, Shem, forefather of the Israelites, has superiority 
over Japheth who shall dwell in the tents of Shem, and to both Canaan 
shall be servant. For indecencies, or antilogies, contained in the scribal 
tale, such as allowing a great Prophet such as Noah to get drunk to the 
point of lying ‘uncovered’ in his tent, unattended by a ‘wife’ to cover him, or 
Noah’s muddle-headedness to the point of mistaking innocent Canaan for 
Ham, the actual perpetrator of the ‘offense’, the important for the scribe, 
as usual, was not to seem credible in the eyes of his reader, but rather, 
strictly speaking, to record in the Holy Bible that ‘Canaan’, grandson of 
Noah through Ham, and assumed forefather of the Canaanites, aborigines 
of the land which shall host Abraham and which shall be arrogated by the 
Israelites by virtue of a so-called Divine Title of Ownership, is himself, 
ie. ‘Canaan’, accursed and proclaimed by Noah ‘enslaved’ to his brothers, 
including the ‘Israelites’, born from ‘Shem’. That such curse is transmissible 
to Canaan's seed, hosts of Abraham's dynasty through Jacob, alias ‘Israel’, is 
made clear by the ‘deliberate’ lapse that it was Ham all right who saw and 
left uncovered Noah’s nakedness, not Ham’s son, Canaan, but the ‘curse’ 
was turned to the latter, paying for his father’s fault. The ‘lapse’ was also 
necessary for the ‘curse’ and ‘enslavement to be restricted to the Canaanites, 
non-extending to other branches of Ham's dynasty, e.g., the Egyptians, 


1) Here, et sep, ‘nakedness’ is a euphemism for ‘pudenda’. 
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1 of Ham [Gen. X: 6], by whom the 


ants of 'Mizraim', sor 
aved', never vice versa. 


ppen to have been ‘ensl 
ied ' 
mere play on words. The word 'canaan', 


The scribal tale, however, was a oo : 
Hebrew 'Kena‘an’, in ‘eres kena‘in’, ‘land of Canaan, 1s not a person's name, 
claimed son of Ham son of 

Noah, inasmuch as neither 'Mizraim’, assumed forefather of the Egyptians, 


father of the Aramaeans, ever existed. These 
c names’. In the case of ‘Canaan’, 


Hebrew ‘kena‘an' is simply an adjective meaning ‘low’, designating a ‘lower 
land’ in comparison with a ‘higher land’, or ‘Aramaea’, or ‘land of Aram’, 
where Hebrew ‘Aram’ precisely means ‘high’, no more no less. Thus, ‘Land 

he man Canaan’, but rather 


of Canaan’, does not mean a ‘land belonging to t 
a ‘land named Canaan’ or a land which in itself is ‘Canaan’, i.e. low; whence, 
'the Lower-Land’, precisely Koranic ‘Adnal-Ard'. It is true, as a student 


of Hebrew would object, that ‘land of Canaan’ appears in Hebrew script 
‘eres kena‘in’, indicating that the first element, ‘eres’, i-e. ‘land’, stands in 
genitival construction with the second, ‘kena‘in', which means that ‘eres 
by itself denotes ‘land of’, not ‘land’ in the absolute state, which is Hebrew 


‘ares’, not ‘eres’ in constructed state, had the phrase stood in apposition, ‘are 

s Kena‘an’, ie. the ‘land Kena‘an’, or the ‘land which is Canaan’, to mean 
precisely ‘lower-land'. Such grammatical counterargument, however, is 
easily refutable. To illustrate, Hebrew diacritical signs, such as changing 
'4res' into ‘eres’, were totally absent in all ancient Hebrew texts before the 
Massoretes, beginning their work in 200 A.D., i.e. one millennium after 
Moses, and finishing it eight centuries later in 1000 A.D. Thatis, they could 
only conform to the then prevailing pronunciation, consecrated through 
usage, implied by scribal bitterness against the ‘'Canaanites’, deemed in 
themselves ‘low’, wicked creatures, after their ‘accursed’ father. In fact, such 
‘Land of Canaan’ should be rewritten "The Land Canaan’, or ‘Canaan Land’, 
identical in meaning to the geographic name ‘Holland’ or ‘Netherlands, 


non-disparaging, of course, in respect of the Dutch. 

This was not, of course, a warranted apology for the Canaanites, 
forefathers of modern ‘Palestinians’, but rather, strictly speaking, 4 
statement of a linguistic fact to be borne in mind when discussing the 


assumed descend 
children of Israel ha 


mn FS ' 
assumedly given to such fictitious ‘Canaan, 


nor ‘Aram’, assumed fore 
and similar names are in fact geographi 
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above mentioned Koranic 'Adnal-Ard', the chosen name for ‘Palestine’ 
ultimately coined from Arabic 'Filastin', already familiar for Arabs of the 
Koranic period, but rejected by the erudite Koran, simply because more 
pejorative of the Canaanites than Hebrew ‘kena‘anim' scribally construed: 


The Low ones! 
SOHGHG 


Mention is not made in the Jewish Bible of a country named ‘Palestine’ 
nor of ‘Palestinians’ as inhabitants thereof, Modern Hebrew ‘Palestina’ 
and ‘Palestina’im’, translated in English as ‘palestine’ and ‘Palestinians’, 
are both coined in Modern Hebrew directly from Arabic 'Filastin' and 
‘pilastiniyyiin’ respectively, where the letter ‘f' is identical in both Arabic 
and Hebrew, but made to pronounce 'p' in the latter (i.e. in the Hebrew) 
when (1) initial, (11) doubled, or (III) unpreceded by a vowel sound. That is 
why, in transcriptions from Hebrew texts into Greek, Latin and European 


languages akin to both, Hebrew 'f' is transliterated ‘ph’ throughout, even 


when not initial, doubled or coming after a vowel sound, the same as with 


Hebrew 't' invariably transliterated 'th,' as in ‘Raphael’ and 'thara’. 


‘Palestine’ and ‘Palestinians’, however, occur under another form in 


Biblical Hebrew: ‘Peleset’ and 'Pelestim' (also 'Pelestiyyim’) rendered 


respectively into English 'Philistia’ and ‘Philistines’, the latter being probably 


coined from Aramaic Pelestin, for Hebrew 'Pelestim’. Those Philistines, or 


Aramaic 'Pelestin’ (nearest to Arabic ‘Filastin’), are historically said to have 


been a ‘non-Semitic’ people from either Crete, or ancient ‘Cicilia’ in Asia 


Minor, who came around the thirteenth century B.C. into Palestine, warred 
s, and settled to the South and 


with Palestinian aborigines, the Canaanite 
Southwest of Palestine, where their habitations came to be named after 


them, 'Philistia’, Hebrew ‘Peleset. The primary connotation emerging from 


such Hebrew appellative, quite inevitable to any Hebrew student, is in fact 
or Canaanites, the Low Ones, 


more pejorative than scribal ‘Kena‘anim', 
since Hebrew ‘Peleset' is only derivable from Biblical Hebrew triliteral 


PLS, restricted in Biblical Hebrew to mean in the reflexive ‘hithpael’ form, 
‘hitpallés', to ‘wallow’. Whence, Biblical Hebrew ‘Peleset’ should mean a 
‘wallow’, i.e. a muddy or dusty place in which animals wallow, or the pit or 
depression produced by such wallowing. ‘Pelestim’ as a collective gentilic 


| 
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t ‘ 
i.e. ‘wallowers’. Such a name 


would designate inhabitants of such place, 
was first coined in fact by the scribe of the Genesis [Gen. X: 14], naming a 
Hamite sub-tribe through Mizraim, assumed forefather of the Egyptians, 
thus associating the Philistines with Canaanites who themselves were also 
Hamites but through Canaan. It should be remembered, however, that 
the Israelites first appeared in history around the early twelfth centy 
B.C. the day they broke through from desert Sinai into Palestine under 
Joshua, Moses's minister and successor, forty years following the death in 
the Gulf of Suez of Pharaoh, Ramses II, around 1225 B.C. as stated earlier. 
This means that such ‘Philistines’ were already settled in Palestine at least 
one century before the Israelites first set foot therein; I mean, of course, 
Israelites as an ethnic group or nation, not the ‘man’ Israel. Unfortunately, 
there is no positive proof that triliteral PLS, absent in the Arabic, was used 
by Israelites of the Egyptian captivity before they met with the Philistines in 
the early twelfth century B.C. Nor there is any cogent proof that 'Philistia' 
and 'Philistines' were coined from Philistines’ own vernacular before they 
mingled with the Canaanites of Palestine. The fact remains, however, that 
apart from PLS, whence ‘hitpallés’, there is no other root in Biblical Hebrew 
in the sense of such ‘wallow’. This is to say that: (I) either Israelites coined 
their PLS after the name of their enemies, the Philistines, or 'Pelestim’, and, 
in that case, Biblical Hebrew ‘hitpallés' would originally mean to become 
'Pelesti-like', imitating Philistines in their ‘wallowing’, or (II) Biblical 
Hebrew PLS is older than 'Pelestim' and, in this latter case, Israelites would 
themselves have so named Philistines 'Pelestim' from the Hebrew to mean 
so pejoratively ‘inhabitants of the wallow’, or ‘the wallowing-ones'’. In both 
cases, the term 'Philistines' or 'Pelestim' appears enough pejorative to be 
rejected by the Koran in respect of the 'Palestinians' and their country, 
‘Palestine’, after Aramaic ‘Pelestin', Arabicized 'Filastin', naming the land 
after its inhabitants, becoming so known. 


To believe Biblical scribes, the Philistines, who flourished between 1200 ' 
B.C. and 400 B.C., already settled in the land before the Israelites, were 
Israelites’ most fearful enemy since the time of Joshua son of Nun and 
onwards. Joshua even died before meeting them on any battlefield (See: 
Josh, XIII: 2). In their unceasing wars with the Israelites, they had often the A 
strong hand over king Saul who, seriously wounded by their arrows during wi 
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his last battle with them, chose to commit suicide. Even David who once, 
under Saul, killed with a stone their leader, giant Philistine Goliath, passed 
most of his life fighting Philistines without getting the better of them (See: 
| Samuel). David’s chronicles as recorded in the Jewish Bible reveal indeed 
that in David’s time the whole land became one block against David, i.e. 
Philistines versus Israelites. Since the latters, all along their history even 
under David, were a minority in Palestine, and the whole country had to 
be known and named after the Philistines, already mingled with aboriginal 
Canaanites. 

This is why the erudite Koran had to use '‘Adnal-Ard', translated 
as ‘Canaan’, Palestine’s older name, or the ‘Lower Land’, instead of later 
‘Palestine’, which proved: (I) unduly pejorative and (II) inapplicable to 
the whole land. The translation into Arabic ‘Adnal-Ard’, i.e. ‘Lower Land’, 
was unavoidable to correct, as an additional proof of Koran's miraculous 
omniscience, and of Biblical scholars’ misconception of the name in terms 
of ‘Land of the man Canaan’, or ‘the land of the low one’. 


boss 


Until the publication of the present work, no former Koran exegete could 
pierce either the linguistic meaning of Koranic 'Adnal-Ard'orits applicability 
to any country familiar to them, in order to localize the particular battlefield 
on which the ‘Romans’ were defeated, and will be defeaters in less than ten 
years. As a result, they all failed to recognize which of Persico-Byzantine 
battles, i.e. the one earmarked for a forthcoming Byzantine victory over 
the Persians, was intended by the Koranic prophecy. The reasons for such 
failure by former Koran exegetes are seen in the following: 


1) Arabic 'Adnal-Ard' is made up of two elements: ‘Adna’ a superlative 
from Arabic DNW, either to draw near or come down, be low, and 
‘Al-Ard’, literally, the Land, combined into 'Adnal-Ard’, to mean 
either 'Nearer Land’ or ‘Lower Land’. To decide which of either two 
meanings was the one intended by the Koran needed of them certain 
‘abilities’ which they did not possess. 


2) they knew not of any place or country named ‘Nearer Land’ or 
Lower Land' in the Arabic language, so as to recognize in either the 
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‘land’ intended by Koranic 'Adnal-Ard’, which is quite true in Arabic 
geographic terms. 

3) They knew not -against the methodology first discovered 
author of the present research- that the Koran deliberately explained 
all Koran non-Arab proper names, such as geographic names 
sometimes by direct Arabic translations. Even if they had known, 
they would not have been able to decipher Koranic ‘Adnal-Ard’ jn 
terms of any non-Arab foreign language, due to their lack of any 
enough multilinguistic knowledge as stated earlier. 


4) They knew not that ‘Canaan’ was Palestine’s older name. Even if they 
knew, such knowledge would have been of no avail in respect of 
deciphering Koranic'Adnal-Ard' in either ofits two possiblemean 
‘Lower Land’ or ‘Nearer Land’, both neither approximating nor 
conforming to Biblical 'Kena‘in' misconstrued by all Hebraiophones 
as until the publication of the present work as meaning 'the Land 
belonging to the man Canaan’. 


Having thus failed to pierce any geographic proper name in Koranic 
‘Adnal-Ard', they could only take the Koranic expression as designating 
some ‘land' or 'place' in general, qualified by Arabic 'adna’, understood as __ 
a superlative in the absolute, to mean either ‘a land nearer to...’ or'aland 
lower than...', or, again, ‘a nearer land’ or 'a lower land’. They could only M 
think not of ‘the Lower Land’, but strictly of 'the Nearer Land’, and wenton 
guessing: Nearer to what? 4 


Judging by the context, only three answers were equally good: (I) Nez or 


news were announced; or (III) Nearer to Persians, the implied other 
to the Persico-Byzantine conflict. 


since it embraces ‘Palestine’, the land properly referred to in the K 
former Koran exegetes could not, under the circumstances, be categ 
respect thereof. Let alone the fact that the Mosque in Jerusalem was 
referred to in the Koran under the name: 'Al-Masjidul Aqsa’, ie. not ' 
Nearest Mosque, but the Farthest Mosque. 00 


F nt. The Wi 
ch. VII: The Witness & the Herald The Romans @ 689 


The unavoidable result was that former Koran exegetes could not 
determine for sure the real location of such land on which Byzantines were 
defeated and, also thereon, ‘will be themselves defeaters within ten years’. 
such indecision by former Koran exegetes about the ‘place’ of the battlefield 
:ntended led inevitably to their hesitancy about the ‘time’, i.e. about the day 
‘on which the believers will rejoice in God’s Help to victory’. 


Had they known -which was impossible before the publication of 
the present work- that by 'Adnal-Ard' Koran intended the ‘Lower Land’, 
Koranic miraculous translation for Hebrew 'Kena‘an’, Palestine’s older 
name, and excluded as inappropriate Muslim rejoicing in a victory by 
Trinitarian Byzantines against pyrolatrous Persians, they would have come 
easily and legitimately to our own conclusion stated earlier that the above- 
quoted Koranic Verses spoke of the defeat in Palestine of the Byzantines by 
the Persians in late 614 A.D., prophesying a defeat of the Persians on the 
same battlefield by the Byzantines within ten years, precisely in late 623 
AD. or early 624 A.D., miraculously coinciding with Muslim first epoch- 
making victory over the Meccans (Badr Battle, April 624). The victory over 
the Meccans was literally impossible in terms of military science but for 
God’s Help thereto, explaining Muslim rejoicing therein, not in a victory 
by Byzantines over Persians, since God, Who helps to victory whom He 
wills, only intervenes in favor of His own soldiers, i.e. the true believers, 
under the Prophet of the time, who, under Mohammad, were Muslims 
and none else, and never in favor of either blasphemers, Trinitarians or 
Pyrolaters, as we stated earlier. This is irrefutably true just based on the 
two following facts: 


1) When the above-quoted Verses spoke of the day on which the 
believers, i.e. the Muslims, ‘will rejoice in God’s Help (i.e. victory)’, the 
original Arabic text uses 'Nasr-ul Lah’ for ‘God's Help’, where Arabic 
NSR in the Arabic dictionary and in the whole Koran only means 
to help, to support, to succor, etc., never to give ‘victory’ to, as often 
misunderstood by many Arabs, based on the fact that 'Nasr-ul Lah’, or 
'God’s Help’, guaranteedly gives ‘victory’ to those whom God helped, 

since the Almighty, intervening in favor of those whom He helps, is 
undefeatable. Such Divine help is not haphazard, but only given by 
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God to His own soldiers in the battle concerned, i.e. to Muslims in 

Badr (April, 624) under Mohammad, the Prophet of the time, en ding 
all former Prophethoods until the Judgment Day. After all, Pyrolatrous 
Persians as well as Trinitarian Byzantines were equally anti-Gog 
blasphemers both defeated and defeaters, unto either of whom, in 
either case, God’s Help could not imaginably be directed: How coy, d 
God help worshippers of Ormazd and Ahriman against worshippers 
of Jesus and Gabriel, or even vice versa? God, when He decides to 
intervene, only favors ‘Good’ against ‘Evil’; He never intervenes ina 
battle between ‘Evil’ and ‘Evil’, the outcome of which is always left Ped 
be decided according to the laws of military science. 


2) God’s Help to victory in which Muslims will rejoice as foretold in the 
above-quoted Verses is affirmed to happen by the Divine Statement: 
{"(It is) a Promise of God (i.e. God will give victory to the 
Romans against the Persians), and God fails not in His 
Promise, but most of mankind know not.”} 


[{Kor. Ar-Riim (The Romans): 6] 


Now, non-Muslims denying Mohammad’s Messengership 
from God, be they Trinitarians or else, are not entitled to 
any Divine Promise in their own respect said to be made by 
Mohammad’s God, by them denied as such. 


Nay, God’s Help to victory, or 'Nasr-ul Lah’, spoken of in the above- 
quoted Verses, referred no doubt to Muslim's victory over idolatrous 
Meccans (Badr, April 624) coinciding or just following Byzantine (623 - 
624 A.D.) successful counter-attack in Palestine (Koranic ‘Adnal-Ard’) less 
than just ten years from their defeat on the same battlefield by those same 
Persians in late 614 A.D., as prophesied by the miraculous Koran. 


Such Divine Promise, fulfilled to the letter in the Prophet's own lifetime, 
is in fact a magnificent Prophetic masterpiece among many others in the 
Koran, to the irrefutable proof of Koran Divine Authorship, i.e. to the 
Omniscient Speaker in the Koran throughout. 


eg 


ch Vil: The Witness & the Herald The Romans & 691 


qurning now to Koran miraculous onomastic explanation of the 
name ‘Ar-Riim’, ie. 'the Romans’, we should remember that such name is 
ultimately a ‘gentilic coined from Latin ‘Roma’, once undisputed mistress 
of the ancient world, which name is differently uttered and spelt ‘Romi’ in 
Greek, the language of those Byzantine Romans spoken of in the Koran. 


Curiously enough, however, we learn from Latin scholars that such 
‘Latin’ Roma is in fact not ‘Latin’, ie. indecipherable in Latin terms. 
The word, we are told, is to be sought from an extinct language, i.e. the 
‘Btruscan’ or 'Etrurian’, of unknown relationship, once spoken in ‘Etruria’, 
an ancient country once occupying what is now known as "Tuscany’ and 
part of ‘Umbria’, in WC Italy, where historic ‘Rome’ first emerged. It was 
said that such name, ‘Roma’, was perhaps coined from the name ‘Romulus’, 
co-founder and first monarch of ancient Rome as stated earlier, but such 
proposition proved of no avail in onomastic terms in so far as the name 
‘Roma’ is concerned: Even such name, ‘Romulus, is ultimately Etrurian as 
well; whence, equally indecipherable. 


Yet, we should know that such ancient 'Etrurians'’, flourishing in the 

sixth century B.C., were contemporaries of ancient Greece, their next-door 
neighbor, when Athens under Pericles (495 - 429 B.C.) reached its highest 
in thought and culture, and that such ancient Greeks must have been in 
their time familiar enough with dialects, including Etrurian, then spoken 
in the Italian peninsula, not in the least by virtue of the fact that they had 
already on Italian soil (in Sicily and Southern Italy, for example) Greek 
colonies and Greek city-states. This fact all alone is enough to prove that 
such ancient Greeks, contemporaries and neighbors on the same soil of 
those same ancient Etrurians, knew and understood such Etrurian dialect 
-before it came out of use and passed into oblivion in the course of time- as 
enough as to pierce the meaning of such Etrurian name given to the city- 
state baptized ‘Rome’, either after its co-founder ‘Romulus’ according to the 
legend, or after which the name of its first monarch ‘Romulus’ was coined. 


In this particular regard, it is much worthwhile to dwell on the possible 
reasons for which ancient Greeks Grecized Etrurian ‘Roma’ into Greek 
Romf. For more illustration, such change of final 'a' in the former into 
final ‘i’ in the latter could not at all be attributed to any reasons basedon 
4 


j . 
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Greek phonology. Greek vocabulary indeed abounds in originally Greek 


quadriliteral words on the same model as Etrurian ‘Roma’, such ag ‘gopa 
, 


‘koma’, ‘mona’, ‘nota’, ‘poma', 'roga’, ‘soma, tora, etc. Why, then, h 
. ' it ad 
Frurian ‘Roma’, to be changed into Greek ‘Romi? 


The only cogent reason for such change in Etrurian 'Roma’ into Greek 

‘Romi’ must have been that Etrurian 'Roma' was not Grecized, but rather 

translated, in terms of Greek 'romi’ which meant and still means jn the 

Greek dictionary: ‘strength’, ‘robustness’, etc. This immediately Suggests 

that ancient Greeks, neighboring contemporaries of those ancient Etrurians, 

knew that such Etrurian word, Roma, meant in fact in the Etrurian dialect 
what ‘romi’ meant in their Greek vernacular; so, they could Spontaneously 
assimilate the former to the latter, saying ‘Romi’ in place of 'Roma’, 
In a marvelous display of its all-comprising multi-linguistic knowledge, 
even of such extinct dialect as the Etrurian dialect, the most erudite 
Koran onomastically explains the name ‘Ar-Rtim', the Romans, in terms 
akin to ‘the robust ones’, the hardly defeatable who were ‘defeated’ and 
after their ‘defeat’ will be themselves ‘defeaters' in less than ten years, as 
recorded in the above-quoted Koranic Verse, using the Arabic triliteral 
GLB, to conquer, defeat, etc., thrice repeated, in a manner of a high- 
standard etymologist absolutely categoric about his statements, giving 
the antonymous-synonymous explanation of the Romans, the ‘defeated- 
defeaters'’. 

It might be retorted, however, that the Koran, speaking not of Italian 
Romans but of Byzantine 'Greek' Romans, could only decipher the meaning 
of original 'Roma' and ‘Roman’ not directly from extinct Etrurian dialect, i 
but rather through contemporary ‘Greek’ use of ‘Greek’ Romi, strength | 
or robustness. For such possible counter-arguers, Mohammad, alleged 
human author of the Koran, needed no ‘miracle’ to guess the meaning of 
‘Ar-Riim', the Romans, from the name of their capital on the Bosphorus iy 

which they called 'Romi’, intelligible to any medium Greek contemporary 
of the Prophet in Mecca where the Koranic Sura was revealed. - th a 


Yet, closely examined, such possible specious counterargument by Ke 
opponents proves inapplicable, because: nt Tie 


— 


ch. \ 


(1) 


(3) 


I: The Witness & the Herald The Romans © 693 


rhe Greek qualifying adjective from Greek ‘Romi’, the city, that 
is ‘Roman’, is Greek 'romaikos', or 'romaios' or 'romios', while the 
Greek qualifying adjective from Greek abstract noun 'romi’, that is, 
robustness, is only Greek 'romaléos', i.e. 'robust'; whence, there is no 
possible chance for a Greek-speaking person, be he a medium person 
or a scholar, to mistake a ‘Roman’ for a ‘robust-one' in terms of the 
Greek language, let alone in terms of already extinct Etrurian; 


As we must have noticed, Greek 'romaléos' from the abstract noun 
‘romi’, is most akin to Etrurian ‘Romulus’ coined most probably from 
Etrurian 'Roma',thecityhe founded with his brother'Remus' according 
to the legend, which means that both Greek 'romi’, robustness, and 
‘romaléos, robust or the 'robust one’, once corresponded to Latin 
‘Roma’ and ‘Romulus’ in the extinct Etrurian dialect, independently 
from the proper name 'Roma' and the qualifying adjective therefrom, 
‘Romulus’ or rather ‘Roman’, both built from the notion ‘robustness’ 
in the extinct Etrurian to designate a 'robust' city founded by ‘robust’ 
Romulus; and 

Had ‘Rome’ and ‘Romans’ been readily intelligible in terms of 
‘robustness’ independently of their meaning in extinct Etrurian, i.e. by 
mere confrontation of Greek proper noun ‘Romi’, the city, with Greek 
abstract noun 'romi’, meaning ‘robustness’, then Latin etymologists 
would have been able, long before the Koran was revealed in the 
early seventh century A.D., to find out for themselves the correct 
onomastic explanation of the Etrurian proper name ‘Roma’. Yet, 
until too recently, lexicographers of all denominations, already 
recognizing that 'Roma’ was unintelligible in Latin terms and should 
rather be sought from extinct Etrurian now totally unknown to us, 
dared not risk such onomastic explanation either in terms of Greek 
abstract noun 'romi', i.e. ‘robustness’, or else. When at last the world- 
famous 'Webster’s Dictionary’ endeavored to solve the problem, 
the encyclopedic lexicographer was too hesitant as to reserve its 
onomastic explanation stated as follows: ‘Rome = strength? stating 


(1) See under ‘Rome’, Webster's Dictionary (Unabridged), second edition, 1978, 
Supplements, Scripture Proper Names & Foreign Words, p. 96. 


» 3 
4 bad 


694 i The Onomastic Miracle in the Koran WA hy 
k (?) that the 
through the appended interrogation mar 

marae a mere hypothesis or undocumented possibility. Cea 

Such, as discussed in the above-going lines, war not be Koran's position 
regarding such extinct Etrurian proper name Roma’. That is, the gteat 
ass 1 

multilinguist par excellence self-assertively explains the name Ar-Riim, 
ie. the Romans, in terms of Arabic triliteral GLB, to conquer, defeat, tice 
repeated, in the authoritative manner ofa scholar too certain of remaining, 
already thirteen centuries ago, forever unretorted. A Be 


Glorified are You, Almighty Omniscient, Divine Speaker in the whole 
Koran, Master of all humanly uttered speech, Who taught by the pen, 
taught man what man knows not! M6 


Praise be unto You, Lord of the world! a i pi: 
QYOQJOQO veo 
ome ley 


on” halt 
onkedor” 
novinee 4 1 
/f ; Om Lis 
Sos fr Dales wy i: cesd Seka 
IPRS 43 zavisenssl . . vue ae pees 
ie 2en.98) MBE). WGK). Laci orit..to natenaleaes am Aacomcnee 
vbfenie, Anciesiaaone le, ie aciqerg0cinsl alianomanall 
bidode hae snag aides! oi oldizilisinicu exe ‘annaS) gmat 
PHO} OONOC AG Whis i, oat Aah: uF : 
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